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NoTK. Lest iome thoold sappose tkat mj opponent k not reij 
well qaalified to fostain unirerMlisai, the tcstiinoDj of two of hu 
brethren is here adduced to show that he is an able dispntant. 

Mr. C. C. Burr, aniremlist Binistcr in Portland, Me., and edi- 
tor of the UnirerBalist Palladiam of that ci^, in his paper of Aug. 
14, 1841, says, ' Elder Hntchios seems to hare ransacked all the 
works against nnirenalism within his reach for objections to our 
fiuth. Erery objecticm is lairlj met and triumphantlj refuted bj 
brother Balklej, who eenainlj poascmcs an eminent degree of tal- 
ent for a cobtroversj. He deserves a gold medal for the service 
which he is doing oar caose in this waj.' Mr. R. O. Williams, 
formerly pastor of the oniTcnaliat Society in Dorer, in the * Star 
of Bethlehem,' Yol. 1, No. SI, asserts, * Br. Bulkley is very ¥iell 
qualified, both from his familiar acqaaiBtance with the sabject, and 
nis experience in theological comroTersy, to engage in sach a dis- 
cussion.' These witnesses testify thati am * a stupid blockhead,' 
a ' most consummate blockhead,' a * theologir ilMinney,* my * ideas' 
in the discussion, are * pointless and etude,' 4kc. Yet, strange to 
tell, Mr. B ' deserves a gold medal for the serrice which he is 
dmng' universalism by * triumphantly' rtfiuimg the crwls idems of a 
consummate blockhead ! ! ! 
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PREFACE. 



The following discussion was held on the evenings of 
the 27th, 28th, 29th and 30th of April, and on those of 
the 3d, 4th, and 5th of May, 1841. Dr. G. W. Kittredge 
acted as moderator. The challenge was given by Mr. 
Bulkley, and the debate was held in his meeting house, 
which was most of the time crowded to overflowing. The 
disputants spoke twice every evening, occupying twenty- 
three minutes each time of speaking. 

As universalists at a distance claimed a decided victory 
for Mr. B.^^proposed to unite with him in publishing our 
arguments. He flatly refused my proposition although I 
pressed him to accept it. But notwithstanding this refu^ 
sal, a report of the controversy was written by him or 
some one else, and published in th&lTniversalist Palladium, 
printed in Portland, Me. In this report my part of the i 
discussion is garbled, distorted, and mutilated; two of my 
replies are wholly left out, another is given in five lines, 
and my main arguments throughout the discussion, are 
mostly omitted. Before its publication was commenced. 
Rev. C. C. Burr, an editor of the Palladium, wrote me an 
offer to publish my own report of the replies to Mr. Bulk- 
ley. But the letter containing this offer, contained also a 
condition which entirely excluded me from the privilege 
offered ! This statement Mr. Burr has attempted to deny 
publicly ; but I have proved it by the testimony of anoth- 
er universalist minister. This evidence he has not at- 
tempted to set aside, therefore he stands charged with mis- 
representation in denying what I have proved to be true. 
/Numerous misstatements, perversions, and misrepresenta- .« 
tions have been published by universalists respecting my- ; 
self, and matters respecting the discussion. Thirty one 
of these were exposed in the Morning Star of Sept. 1, 
1841. These, however, are not half of what were pub- 
lished in their papers ! 



i 



IV 






V Under these circumstiiij^s I feel called upon to give the 
public my own report of my arguments, with those of my 
opponent as he has given them to the community, through 
the Palladium. 

My course in the debate, is, I think, a new method of 
dealing with universalists. If it is thought that my re- 
plies contain more than Mr. Bulkley's arguments requir- 
ed, I would say that iny design in this, was to show that 
universalism is no better sustained by his proof texts than 
it was by his reasoning. I also wished to make it mani- 
fest that this dogma unavoidably tends to the doctrine of 
no future existence. How far I succeeded, others must 
decide. > 

Earnestly desiring that the doctrine of Christ may pre- 
vail, and ruinous errors cease, the writer commends his 
humble effort to the favor of Qod, and the candid consid- 
* eration of those who wish to know the truth. 

ELIAS HUTCHINS. 
New Market, N. H. 
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THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION. 



QUESTION-'BO THE HOLY SCRIPTURES TEACH ^ 

THE DOCTRINE OP THE FINAL HOLINESS : 

. AND HAPPINESS OF ALL iJEN? ■ ^ ' 

* FIRST BVENINO. 

The debate was led throughout by Rev. Mr. Bulkley, who 
commenced the afBrmative as follows : 

It will scarcely be necessary for me to inform this numer- 
ous and respectable audience that the question before us is 
one of great importance. We live in a world where death 
reigns with arbitrary and universal sway. We see our 
friends one after another falling and dying around us, and 
the events and occurrences of almost every day of our llves^ 
.. show that we, too, soon must follow them. The question 
before us, if rightly viewed, is but an inquiry into the fate of 
the departed. No other consideration surely can be needed 
to awaken in us the most lively interest, and to show that it 
as far transcends in interest and importance all other ques- 
tions as the imperishable joys and realities of eternity exceed 
the fleeting vanities of time. I am encouraged in the at- 
tempt to sustain the affirmative of this question by the rey 
flection that the best wishes and prayers of the whole Chrisr 
tian world are enlisted on my side. For whatever may be 
believed concerning this matter, I am certain that there ia 
not a good man nor a Christian in the world who does not 
ardently desire and pray for the final holiness and happiness 
of all men. Let us now attend to the question, with all that 
seriousness afid solemnity of mind which these considera- 
tions are so well calculated to inspire. 

The holy Scriptures do teach the doctrine of the final ho- 
liness and happiness of all men, in as much as this is a legit- 
imate inference from the perfections of God, as therein re- 
vealed. See Mat. 5:44—48. <' But I say unto you, Love 
your enemies, bless them that curse vou, and do good to them 
that hate you, and pray for them which despiteniUy use you 
and persecute you ; that you may be the children of yoi^ 
Father which is in heaven *. for "hft mokfi^k iLv^^^isitA s^aAsa^. 
OD the evil and on the good, and A^iid^^^xvciTL^TL^^^^s^^w. 
on the unjust. For if ye love them ^kVas^ \w^^^xw> "^ 
reward have ye? do noteveuXYie i^\3JcX\e.^\»^ek%^^^ ^ 
ye Balute your brethren only, ^\i»X do ^oxv xossi^ WvwuvWi^ 






do not even the publicans so ? Be ye therefore perfect, even 
as your Father which is in heaven is perfect." r>^ow as God 
loves his friends, if He loves his enemies, He of course loves 
all mabkind^ inasmuch as all are included under one or the 
other of these characters. That he does love his enemies, 
and will do them good, is a* necessary inference from the fact 
that he has conunanded us to love our enemies and do them 
goodj that we may be his children, i. e. characteristically 
such ; and that we may be perfect as He is perfect. But we 
do not rest this conclusion upon inference merely, for there 
are abundant direct and explicit testimonies touching this 
point, to be found in the holy scriptures. See 1st John 4:10 
— ^Eph. 2:4, 5— Rom. 5:8. " Herein is love, not that we lov- 
ed God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the pro- 
pitiation of our sins.'^ " But God who is rich in mercy, for 
this great love wherewith he loved us, even when we were 
dead in sins, hath q[uickened us together with Christ, (by 
grace ye are saved.V' " But God commendeth his love to- 
wards us, in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for 
us.*' Now these passages show m as plain terms as any 
language that could be eniployed, that the love of God to- 
wanis His creatures is whollv independent of their affections 
or conduct towards Him. The fact, then, may be regarded 
as established upon the highest authority, that God loves all 
-" mankind, even His enemies. And since God is an unchang- 
able Beinff, (see James 1 :17,) if he loves them now, or if He 
ever loved them, we conclude that he will eternally love them. 
We are strengthened in this conclusion bry the consideration 
that if our want of love to God, our sinfulness, and our en- 
mity to Him has not, as the above texts testify, alienated his 
affections from our race, then it is safe to conclude that noth- 
ing can produce such a result. If it be true, then, that God 
loves all men, without any exception, and if it be true, also, 
that nothing which is past, present, or to come, can separate 
them from that love, all of which, as we have seen, the holy 
scriptures do teach, what are we to concludo will be the re- 
mit as it respects the final condition of our race t Paul in- 
forms us, (Rom. 13:10,) that " Love worketh no ill." The 
immutable love of God cannot, therefore, annihilate any of 
its objects, for we know and feel that annihilation would be 
a dreadful evil — the greatest, with one exception, that can be 
imagined. It is contrary to all past conceptions of the divine 
nature, to suppose that it can annihilate any of its objects; 
for love, be it remembered, is a conservative principle — ^it 
seeks not to destroy, but to preserve. In the beginning, it 
gave birth to existence, and is ever active in preserving and 
sustaining it. If, then, as must be entirely obvious to every 
rejecting mind, annihilation is an evil of BvicVidT^ttdfiil mag- 
nitude as to reader it ioconsistent with the VBiniu\»X^<&\Q»N« ^^ 
iS^Oiiy bow much more so ia endleaa misery ^^VwiVi «iSL tgkasx 
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allow is an inconceivably greater 6vil. That endless misery 
is an evil greater than tne utmost ingenuity of men or devils 
could invent, will not be denied. It is impossible, therefore, 
in the nature of things, to reconcile its inflictioa with that 
love which worketh no ill. The final holiness and happiness 
of all men is, in fact, the only inference that can: rationally 
be drawn from the immutable love of God towards them. Of 
this we may be assured by considering the operations of that 
divine principle as it is faintly and imperfei^tly exhibited in 
the operations of the human heart. The love which is ex-^ 
hibited in our domestic and social intercourse, sod which we 
exercise towards each other, as kindred, neighbors, and 
friends, is but an emanation from that eternal prmciple which 
created, sustains, and controls the universe. Now let me in- 
quire, would you not render the dear objects of your love ho- 
ly and happy? Would you not cleanse, sanctify and save 
even the vilest of our race? I will not wait for an answer 
to these questions, for we have it in the untiring efforts, pray- 
ers, and desires of every Christian denomination for the sal* 
vation of the world. The religious enterprises of the day 
show plainly that all good men and Christians, of every de« 
nomination, would nmke all men holy and happy if they 
could. But can they rationally pretend that they love their 
fellow men more than God, or that they would do better by 
them than He does? As well might it be pretended that a 
drop exceeds its fountain, or that a mere spark exceeds the cen- 
tral sun of the universe. But perhaps I shall be told that such 
comparisons are improper and irreverent. If so, the fault is not 
ours, but the fault of tne inspired writers themselves, as may 
be easily shown. I will name a few of the many passages 
that might be cited to prove this point. See Chron. 31 :1§ — 
Isaiah 49:15— also Matt. 7:11. "If ye, then, being evil, 
know how to give good gifts unto your children, how much 
more shall your Father which is in heaven give good things 
to them that ask him?" This lattjiamed passage is worthy \ 
of particular observation. It woflid be no violence to the 
sentiment contained in the passage, to say, " If ye then, be- 
ing evil, would render all men holy and happy^ how much 
more shall our Father which is in heaven?" The scriptures 
do, indeed, declare that as the heavens are higher than the 
earth, so «re the ways of God higher than our ways ; but 
we have yet to learn that he is so much worse. If God is 
infinitely greater, we may safely conclude that He is infinite- 
ly better than we. Let it be shown then, if by any means it 
can be made to appear, how the impartial and immutable ^ 
love of God can result in any thing else but the final holiness 
and happiness of all men. 
Mr. Hutcbins' Reply : 

The question now to be ^aeuiMnd Sa «aXa^ va. VSofcxsjssw^ 
guarded manner. It is not. Do xYie Yio\i ^ctv^vax^^ \«»»q 
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that all mankind will endlessiy'dwell in heaven ? This would 
not answer on this occasion; for the sam^. kind of arguments 
which are constantly used to prove that there is no future hell, 
would prove that there isno future heaven for any of the human 
race. The words inthe Bible rendered heaven in our translation, 
do not originally refer to any thing at all hereafter, any 
more than the words rendered hell do. Mr. Skinner, a dis- 
tinguished universalist writer, in his discussion with Mr. A. 
Campbell, p. 104, says, " neither the Hebrew Shemim^ the 
Greek OuranoSi nor Persian Paradiseous, nor, I may add, the 
sLatin Ccelum, nor English Heaven^ is ever relied on by any 
univefsalist, nor any other enlightened Christian, as proof of 
the endless happiness of the saints." David while in this 
life, got into the lowest hell, or Hebrew Sheol, and was de- 
livered from it. Psa. 86:13: Paul was likewise caught up 
into heaven or paradise and returned again. 2 Cor. 12:2, 4. 
^ So it would seem that neither heaven or hell is any thing that 

Vis to concern us hereafter. Alexander Campbell, one of the 
^eatest polemical theologians in the United States, in his 
discussion with Mr. Skinner, says, p. 74, < Mr. Balfour has 
in one volume given 254 pages on Gehenna. I can take his 
own logic and criticism, and in half the number prove there 
is no heaven.' 

His meaning is that with half of Mr. Balfour's arguments 
in proof of no future hell, he can prove there is no future 
heaven. And I fearlessly assert that the same kind of argu- 

i^ments which are used to prove there is no future hell, will 

^ prove there is no future heaven. 

Nor is the question. Do the Holy Scriptures teach the 
doctrine of the eternal salvation of all men ? This would 
not do umttm^ for the term ^ eternal salvation' is found but 
once fn the Bible, and there it is conditional. * He became 
the author of eternal salvation^ unto all them that obey him.' 
Heb. 5:9. Added to this, the phrase 'eternal damnation' 
occurs once in the Scriptures. Mark 3:29. Hence if the future 
reference and endless auration of the first of these texts is ad- 
mitted, it will not be an easy matter to prove that the last re- 
fers to events in this life, or is limited in its duration. Yet my 
opponent will probably quote texts which speak of salvation 
to prove the final holiness and happiness of^ all men, notwith- 
standing the future endless salvation of the human race, is 
not named in the Bible. If the Scriptures do teach the doc- 
trine of the final holiness and happiness of all men, it is hop- 
ed that the evidences of this doctrine will be presented so 
clearly that all may be convinced of its truth. And that this 
will be attempted, I infer from the fact that I have been chal- 
lenged to this discussion. The afirmative of the question is, 
A /I men wiU £naUy be made holy and happy. But the phrase 

J!aaJ holiness and happiness of aH meiX)\auo\.m\\i^ &M«\ 

^od whether the Scriptures teach a docttme nAsasXi^c^ ^^ 
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not name, the sequeLjif this. di§^ca|£^ iv ill show* But if 
this doctrine can be proved from the sacred Oracles, notwith- 
standing they do not mention it, why may not any doctrine be 
proved in the same way? Can you suppose, my hearers, 
that the eternal holiness and happiness of all men can be 
proved from the Bible, while the doctrine of * eternal damna- - 
tion' and ^ eternal judgment,' expressly named by the sacred ' 
writers, cannot be proved from that Holy Book? I will now 
show you what Mr. Balfour thinks about doctrines that ^ are 
not found in the Bible.' " An eternal hell is often heard of, 
from the pulpit, and perhaps many believe it to be a Scrip- 
ture expression. This, witn many other terrific expressions, 
which are the chief ornament of many modern sermons, and 
often uttered without much feelings by the preacher, are not 
found in the Bible. They are bugbears of his own creating, 
which no man who regards the Scriptures, and has consider- 
ed this subject, will be frightened at." First inquiry, p. 218. 
Did " Christ or his apostles" " paint, in glowing colors, the 
horrors of the damned in hell, to make men Christians? No 
man will say so. Not a word was said by them about an eternal 
hell to the people. All such language is coined at the mint 
of modern divinity, and may be a very good plan for increas- 
ing a sect, but this is a very different thing from making men 
Christians." p. 219. This is the language ofone of the 
greatest universalist writers in this country. Now leave out 
- of these quotations the phrase ' eternal hell,' with two or three 
other words, and substitute the question before us, and they 
stand in their full force against universalism. The^naZ holiness 
and happiness of all men, is often heard of from the pulpit, and 
perhaps many believe it to be a Scripture expression. This, 
with many other animating expressions, which are the chief 
ornaments of many modern sermons, and often uttered with- 
out much feeling by the preacher, are not found in the Bible. 
They are chimeras of his own creating, which no man who 
regards the Scriptures, and has considered the subject, will 
be rejoiced at. According to this reasoning, the doctrine of 
the final holiness and happiness of all men, is a mere crea- 
^tion of the fancy of ignorant or designing men ! But Mr. Bal- 
four's arguments are just as much against an eternal heaven 
as they are against an ' eternal hell.' Did Christ and the 
apostles paint in glowing colors, the joys of all mankind in 
heaven to make men Christians? No man will say so. Not 
a word was said by them about an eternal heaven to the peo- 
ple. All such language is coined at the mint of modern di- 
vinity, and may be a very good plan for increasing a sect, but 
this is a very different thmg from making men Christians? 
It is seen in the light of this reasoning that we must Ipok up- 
on the doctrine of an eternal heaven, just as universalists do 
upon that of an eternal hell. Hence, on the authority «€ ^x. 
Balfour's reasoning, the question is dec\^^V(iX)cA Tk»({^9cc«%^ 
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there is no eternal heaven for us, m^ we may all go home, 
resting in * the glorious hope* of no future existence ! But if 
the discussion must proceed, < I have a right to demand' of 
my opponent, the same kind of evidence of the final holi- 
ness and happiness of ail men, that universaiists demand in 
Eroof of the opposite doctrine. This demand, vtrill, I trust, 
e rememberea, and the audience will wait to see how he 
will overthrow Mr. Balfour's arguments. I will now reply to 
the arguments which have been brought forward in support 
of the affirmative of the question under discussion. I trust 
that I am not insensible of the ' ffreat importance' of this 
question; but it is not to be decided by < an inauiry into the 
state of the dead,' nor by the ardent desires and ' prayers of 
the whole Christian world.' The audience have no doubt 
observed, that my opponent's arguments on the perfections 
of God, consist altogether of inferences and assumptions. 
He has quoted Matt. 5:44, 48. But this text does not men- 
tion the noal holiness and happiness of all men; nor yet does 
one of the other texts which ne has brought forward, name 
that doctrine ! God does his enemies sood by causing ' His 
sun to rise on' them, and by sending them * rain.' But he 
does not love them enough to give them a crop by means 
of the rain and sunshine, whether they labor or are idle. 
And to assume that God loves His enemies so well that He 
will save them hereafter, however they may live and die, is 
taking unwarrantable liberty with His word. Do the rain and 
sunshme secure < all men' against death by famine ? Most cer- 
tainly not. Cases of individual starvation occur in various 
parts of the earth. Farther: What dreaciful famines have 
sometimes devastated large portions of the globe. Only a 
few years ago a famine in India swept away its thousands. 
The inhabitants of Agra were compelled to sive up their 
erening drives, on account of the intolerable effluvia arising 
from the dead bodies surrounding that station. A small riv- 
er near Cownpore was said to be choked with the corpses of 
the multitudes starved to death. Hence I conclude, tnat, as 
God's love to mankind, as it is manifest in the gifts of rain 
and sunshine, does not prevent the starvation of < all men,' it 
cannot be proved that this love will make them all holy and hap- 
py hereafter. Jehovah says. For as the rain cometh down, 
and the snow from heaven, and returneth not thither, but wa- 
tereth the earth, and maketh it bring forth and bud, that it 
may give seed to the sower and bread to the eater, so shall 
my word be that j^oeth forth out of my mouth; it shall not 
return unto me void, but it shall accomplish that which I 
please, and it shall prosper in the thing whereunto I sent it. 
isa. 55:10, 11. From this passage we learn that God accomr 
plishes his purposes in relation to the moral state of man in 
the same manner that He accomplishes them in resard to 
supplying Jkis pbyBic&l want8% Hence^ aa the use of me rains 
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&LC. is to fertilize the ^tiHh so that it' may repay the toil of 
the laborer with the means of subsistence, it follows that God 
by his word or gospel, only devises the means by which those 
who repent and serve Uim shall be made holy and happy. 
Let us suppose that, in the spring, while the rains were de- 
scending \n copious fertilizing showers, a negligent farmer 
should say to his family, see what a prospect of a rich har- 
vest we have! what would be thought of his expectations? 
All would pronounce his confidence in God's love and mer- 
cy, an insult rather than an honor to the Father of mercies. 
C5an you believe for a moment, my hearers, that such a man's 
field would look like one which had been planted and proper- 
ly cultivated? NO: Yet who would say that God was par- 
tial in his love, because one farm was covered with nothing 
but weeds, while the other was gladdening the heart of 
its industrious owner with the cheering prospect of a good 
harvest? Surely no one. Thus it is seen that, in order to 
be benefitted by the rain and sunshine, man must labor. 
Therefore God's love to all men as it is manifested in these 

fi£ts, furnishes no evidence whatever of the unconditional 
oliness and happiness of all knen. Conseauently my op- 
ponent was unjfortunate in selecting^ia text reterriug to bless- 
ings which God bestows condiiioruMy by means of the rain 
and sundhine, to prove his uneondiHowdy universal salva- 
tion. 

I admit that God loves his enemies and will do them good; 
but He loves them as much now as He ever will. Hence, as 
He does not save them now. His love is no proof that he will 
make all men holy and happy in the immortal state. He has 
as much power now as He ever will have, and He is as mer- 
ciful to smners as He ever will be. Consequently as multi- 
tudes are not saved from sin and misery here, it cannot be 
shown from His perfections, that He will become any more 
impartial hereafter than He is now. Where then is the as- 
surance of the final holiness and happiness of all men ? It 
is not denied that * God loves his creatures,' even * His ene- 
mies,' in a certain sense, * wholly independent of their afiec- 
tioa for him.' But this no more proves their future than it 
does their present holiness and happiness. Hence my oppo- 
nent's reasoninff on this fact is illogical; nor do the irrelevant 
texts which he has quoted, nor yet the inferences and assump- 
tions he has drawn from them, strengthen his cause. For 
' since God is an unchangeable being, (see James 1:17,) if^ 
those whom he loves now are sinful and miserable, ' I con- 
clude,' according to my opponent's reasoning, that He will per- 
mit them to be miserable and sinful ' eternaliy.' Rom. 13:10, 
' liove worketh no ill,' says nothing about the subject in de- 
bate, and therefore it is not to the point. Does this lo^e; 
which, contrary to the scope of the a^atVft,)aaa\a^\^^^^'^ «:^ 
plied to God, work the numerous aVoa w<dL iiAann»^ ^^ '^^d°^ 
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life? If it does, it followfl fhmi God^isuunchangeableness^ ad- 
mitting the correctness of ray dpp^lient^s reasoning, that 
these ills >vill exist eternally. And if it does not work them, 
how can we know that they will cease hereafter? * Let me 
inquire, would you not render the dear objects of your love 
holy and happy' now? 'Would you not cleanse, sanctify 
and save even the vilest of our race* this moment? ' I wifi 
not wait for an answer to these questions, for we have it in 
the untiring efforts, prayers, and desires of every Christian 
denomination for the' present ' salvation of the world. The 
religious enterprises of the day show plainly that all good 
men and Christians, of every denomination, would make all 
men holy and happy' now * if they could.' But can my op- 
ponent, rationally pretend that they love their fellow men 
more than God, or that they would do better by them than he 
does? As well might it be pretended that a drop exceeds its 
fountain, or that a mere spark exceeds the central sun of the 
universe.' I would most certainly make sinners holy and 
happy now, if I could; hence, if my opponent reasons cor- 
rectly, I have more love for them than Grod has. A text has 
been quoted from Isaiah to prove that the love of God is 
greater than human love. I will * not forget thee,' [Zion] 
says Jehovah; but my opponent would make him say, I will 
make all men holy and happy hereafter! Before Mat. 7:10, 
will afford his cause any support, he must prove that those 
who die in sin and unbelief, will ask for merc^ and receive 
salvation beyond the grave. According to his assumptions, 
" It would be no violence to the sentiment contained iu the 

Eassage, to say, < If ye then, being evil, would render all men 
oly and happy' now, * how much more shall our Father 
which is in heaven' " save them all now? It is not for me to 
show that 'the impartial and immutable love of God' will 
not result in ' the final holiness and happiness of all men.' 
But it belongs to my opponent to show, ' if by any means it 
can be made to appear,' that an unchangeable and impartial 
God will make those holy and happy hereafter, whom he per- 
mits to live and die in an unholy and unhappy state. 
Rejoinder. Mr. Bulkley rejoined as follows: 
My brother H. evidently misapprehends Mr. Balfour's lan- 
guage. Taken in their proper connection, his words express 
not merely that the words '* endless punishment," but noth- 
ing equivalent to that expression, is to be found there. It 
would be altogether absurd, my friends, as you will at once 
perceive, to take a question in the very language of Scrip- 
ture, and then enter into a debate whether such words are 
found there. It is sufficient therefore to make out my case, 
to })roduce such expressions from the Scriptures as are 
equivalent to the phrase, i. e. mean the same thing as the £r 
nal holiness and happiness of all meii« ' When I do this, mj 
frork is done, in the estimation of all boLteUigent minds. Tlie 
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question before us> is ndtVhat Mr. Balfour teaches? or what 
do uuiversalist authors teach ? but what do the holy Scriptures 
teach ? The remarks on that score are, therefore, out of 
place, and evidently have nothing to do with the question at 
issue between us. In my first address, I pointed you to the per- 
fections of God, in proof of the affirmative of the question. 
And how has that argument been met? Why, my brother 
had much to say about the rain and sunshine and other mat- 
ters which are entirely foreign to the point at issue between 
us. He admitted, indeed, that God loves his enemies and 
will do them good; but contended that God loves them as 
much now as He ever will love them — ^that He does not save 
them now, and consequently his loving them is no evidence 
that he will ever save them. But does my brother mean to 
be understood by this, that God will never do any thing in 
relation to the salvation of his creatures, but what he has al- 
ready done? Such, at least, appears to be the spirit and im- 
port of his objection. And if what is asserted m this objec- 
tion be true, it is as fatal to his system as to mine — ^in short, 
it is fata] to every christian sys^m; for the plan of divine 
grace even on partialist principles is not yet fully consununa- 
ted, and consequently, according to this objection, there is 
no evidence that it ever will be. I admit that God loves men 
now as well as he ever will love them, for there is no need 
that he should love them any better in order to complete the 
glorious plan of grace which his love has begun in Christ 
the Savior of the world. So Paul evidently viewed the mat- 
ter, when he declared (1st Tim. 2:6) that Christ ''gave him- 
self a ransom for all, to be testified in due time." Nor did 
the fact that it was not testified now, detract in the least from 
the apostle's faith. Nor should it hinder us from resting in 
the same glorious assurance. In due time the event will 
meet its accomplishment, agreeable to what is said by the 
prophet. (See Isa. li. 2.) For all that has been said, there- 
fore, the final holiness and happiness of all men is a legiti- 
mate inference from the perfections of God. My brother has 
admitted that God loves his enemies and will do them good. 
Let him then come to the point at once, and show if he can 
how this love can be reconciled with any thing else but their 
final holiness and happiness. 

Mr. H. replied: — 

I ' evidently' did not ' misapprehend Mr. Balfour's lan- 
guage;' for I quoted it as he penned it, and it says nothing 
about something ' equivalent' to ' an eternal hell.' Nor have 
I intimated that it would be proper ' to take a question in 
the very language of Scripture, and then enter into a debate 
whether eucn words are to be found there.' Nor yet have I 
intimated that Mr. Balfour's language implies any such thing. 
I simply replied to my opponent's reaaouVxi^ \s^ %.t%vk\£k«^\& 
baaed oa Mr. Balfour's method of provmi^ xI^mX^CIi^x^'^ tl^ 
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eternal hell. Hence the first part of my opponent's last reply 
is * out of place,' and uncalled for. If he cain * make out' 
* his * case' by producing texts which do not mention the final 
holiness and happiness of all men, what shall we think of 
Mr. Balfour's argument against an eternal hell when the 
terms ' eternal damnation' and ^eternal judgment,' are in 
the Scriptures? According to the argument I am consider- 
ing, ' in the estimation of all intelligent minds,' although the 
phrase eternal hell is ' not found in the Bible,' I have shown 
that all men will not be saved, for I have produced ' such ex- 

Fressions from the Scriptures as are equivalent to the phrase.' 
know very well that < the question before us, is not what 
'Mr. Balfour teaches? or what. do universalist authors teach?' 
But I know also that, in discussing the opposite of this ques- 
tion, universalistsr are constantly quoting the opinions of Whitby, 
Doddridge, Lightfoot, Clarke, and many others, to prove their 
doctrine. And if they have a right to bring in the opinions 
of such men while discussing scriptural questions, I have a 
right to adopt a similar method in this discussion. My * re- 
marks on' this * score' are therefore not * out of place.' You 
have been told that my arguments on < the rain and sunshine,' 
subjects distinctly named, and occupying a prominent place 
in one of my opponent's proof texts, ' are entirely foreign to 
the point Ht issue between us.' But as he did not attempt to 
show the irrelevancy or the fallacy of my reasoning, it is pre- 
gumed he considered that making this bare assertion was the 
be.st way to dispose of arguments which he could not refute. 
As my remarks were based on a text which treats directly of 
God's * perfections,' — a text quoted too in support of the af- 
firmative of the question before us, — in dismissing my argu- 
ments as foreign to the subject in debate, he has dismissed 
the text on which they were founded as foreign to his pur- 
pose. 

ft has been asserted that my reasoning on the perfections 
of God ' is as fatal to' my ' system as to' my opponent's. Let 
US see if this is true. His system teaches that salvation in the 
immortal state is unconditional, but mine considers it condi- 
tional. ' Now, they do it to obtain a corruptible crown; but 
we an incorruptible:' 1 Cor. 9:25. 'I haye fought a good 
fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the faith. Hence- 
forth there is laid up for me a crown of righteousness, which 
the Lord, the righteous Judge, shall give me at that day: 
and not to me only., but unto all them also that love his ap' 
fearing:^ 2 Tim. 4:7,8. * He became the author of eternal 
salvation, unto all them that obey him:' Heb. 5:9. ' Be rhou 
faithful unto death, and I will give thee a crown of life:' 
Rev. 2:10 < To him that overcofneth, will I grant to »\t with 
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down 
wvM my Father in His throne:' Key. ^i^V. 
'TAese texts prove the conditionaViXy o? iwXwc^ ^^X-^^^aq^ , 
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as plainly as any doctrine'can be'firoyed by the same number 
of passages of Scripture. 

Hence my argument, which I based upon his own reason-, 
ing upon the unchangeableness of God, is not fatal to my ' 
system. He admits ' that God loves men now as well as he 
ever will love them.* To make out his case consistently 
with this admission, he must show why God does not make 
all men holy and happy in this state, unconditionally. That 
Christ gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in dm 
time, is admitted. It is also admitted that the event predict- 
ed by the apostle, will be accomplished. The fact that Christ 
died for all, will no doubt be testified in due time. But that 
this due time refers to the immortal state, or that all men will 
there be made holy and happy, as my opponent seems to infer^ 
is not named by the apostle. And this I think he would have 
done, had he been a universalist, and intended to ' teach the 
doctrine of the final holiness and happiness of all men.' I 
will here inquire why texts which are silent respecting a fu- 
ture state are used to prove a doctrine which relates to the 
state of all mankind hereafter? .Those who are acquainted 
with the arguments of universalists against the future refer- 
ence of texts relating to punishment, will feel the force of 
*this inquinr. I shall wait to see how it will be disposed of. 
It is true 1 have admitted that God loves his enemies and will 
do them good. But while my arguments on the raiu and 
sunshine^ showing that he does not love them enough to save 
them unconditionally either here or hereafter, remains un- 
answered, this admission neither embarrasses me nor helps 
my opponent. Nor is it for me to show what * this love' can- 
not < be reconciled with;' but he must show that it will un- 
conditionally effect the final salvation of those who die in un- 
belief and rebellion against the laws of God. On arriving at 
home this evening, my bearers, some of your friends will in- 
quire about the cRscussion. Tell them that not a text has 
been quoted which mentions the final holiness and happiness ' 
of all men. Hence according to Mr. Balfour's reasoning 
against an eternal hell, universalism will do very well to 
build up a sect; but this is a different thing from making them 
Christians. 

SECOND EVENING. 

Mr. B. continued the argument in the affirmative as fol- 
lows : — 

The holy Scriptures do teach the doctrine of the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that 
all ^hall ultimately unite in ofiering spiritual and divine wor- 
ship. In attempting to establish this position, I feel that I 
eannot do better than to avail myself of the remarks of the 
distinguished orthodox professor Sluatl ow VYv^ ^^s»».%^ Vs^ 
Thmp.2:10, 11^" That at the nam© oi 3ft«a*^N«t^ >&»»» 



J'- 



^ -16 



>!• 



shall bow, of things in heaven and things in earth and things 
under the earth, and that every tongue shall confess that Je- 
sus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father." 

" Things in heaven, earth, and under the earth, is a com- 
mon periphrasis of the Hebrew and New Testament writers 
for the universe; (ta pan, or tapanta.) What can be meant 
by things in heaven, i. e. beings in heaven, bo wins the knee 
tjr Jesus, if spiritual worship be not meant? What other 
worship can heaven render? And if the worship of Christ 
in heaven be spiritual, should not that of others who ought 
to be in temper united with them, be spiritual too? Rev. 5: 
8 — 14, * Ana when he (i. e. Christ, see ver. 6, 7,) took the 
book, the four beasts and the four and twenty elders fell down 
before the Lamb, having every one of them harps and golden 
vials full of odors, which are the prayers of saints. And 
they sung a new song, saying. Thou art worthy to take the 
book and open the seals thereof; for thou wast slain, and 
hast redeemed us to God by thy blood out of every kindred, 
and tongue, and people, and nation; and hast made us unto 
our God kings and priests; and we shall reign on the earth. 
And 1 beheld and heard the voice of many angels round 
about the throne, and the beasts and the elders; and the num- 
ber of them was ten thousand times ten thousand and thou- 
sands of thousands, saying with a loud voice, Worthy is the 
Lamb that wsis slain to receive power, and riches, and wis- 
dom, and strength, and honor, and glory, and blessing. And 
every creature which is in heaven and on earth and under 
the earth, and such as are in the sea and all that are in them, 
heard I saying, Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, 
be unto Him that sitteth upon the throne and unto the Lamb 
forever and ever. And the four beasts said Amen. And the 
four and twenty elders fell down and worshipped Him that 
liveth forever and ever.' If this be not spiritual worship— 
and if Christ be not the object of it here; I am unable to 
produce a case where worship can be called spiritual and di- 
vine." — SiuarVs Letters to Channing, pp. 100 — 103. 

If, then. Professor Stuart is correct m his view of this pas- 
sage — (^and who can show the contrary?) — if all the intelli- 
gences in the universe are included in the texts, and if all are 
ultimately to unite in offering spiritual and divine worship, 
what further need have we of proof that all shall ultimately 
be holy and happy? Will it be pretended that any but holy 
and happy beings C^n render such worship? We think not: 
for if there is in the unseen world a gloomy prison house of 
wo, worship must be a stranger in that dismal abode. There, 
no hope of present or future good awakens the feelings of de- 
votion. Prayers are unavailing — ^love is banished from the 
place— gratitude is swallowed up in the blackness of dark- 
Jtess. No day-star, promising future atid\iasXvM ^od^ arises 
^ere — no beams of the sun of rig\iteo\iaiie«a%Vflk^va»x ^qwiv^ 



dungeon: but raging waves of fire, tempestuous wrath, loud 
thundering peals of eternal vengeance, brood around the soul 
that is forsaken of its God, and doomed to blaspheme his 
name forever. Tell us not, then, as you value reason and 
consistency, that spiritual and divine worship can proceed 
from spirits black as the shades of eternal night, and whose 
vocabulary affords only the language of cursing and blasphe- 
my. If, then, holiness be indispensable to the ofiering^of 
such worship, we may be assured that happiness will b9 a 
necessary result; for holiness and happiness are, by the im- 
mutable law of God, inseparably connected. 

Reply of Mr. H: — 

Last evening we were told that the question before us, is 
not what Mr. Balfour teaches? or what do universalist au- 
thors teach? &c. I then suspected that my opponent would 
soon condemn himself by quoting authors on my side of the 
question; and this he has done in his quotation from profes- 
sor Stuart. I will in return inform him that the question be- 
fore us, is not what professor Stuart teaches? or what ortho- 
dox authors teach? but what do the holy Scriptures teach? 
That the distinguished professor in question, understood his 
own language better than my opponent understands it, all 
will admit; and that he did not teach universalism in that 
quotation, all his able writings against that doctrine, bear 
ample testimony. Therefore the remarks from his pen are 
not to the point. When it is proved that the acts of bowing 
and confessing, refered to in Phil. 3:10. 11, are to be volunta- 
rily and willingly performed by every member of the human 
family, the text will prove the final holiness and happiness of 
all men; but this remains to be done. That all will confess 
that Christ is Lord, and thus own his authority as governor 
of the universe, I admit; and that his greatest enemies will 
have to submit to him in some sense, is also evident, * for he 
must reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet.' But 
that they will a)) be made holy and happy, is mere assump- 
tion and assertion. That Rev. 5:13, hasnobearingontheques- 
tion under discussion, the following considerations will snow. 
1. At the time when this universal homage was rendered, 
* the earth' and ' the sea' were in existence. 3. Beasts, fish- 
es, and animals of all kinds, are represented as taking part 
in this universal song of praise. ' Every creature which is 
in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth, and such 
as are in the sea, and all that are in them,' [not all that were 
In them] were heard by John as engaged in rendering the 
homage spoken of in this verse. This shows that, b^ a %- 
are of speech called personification, all creation, consisting of 
things animate and inanimate, was engaged in this worship. 
David calls upon all parts of creation to praise God in tbe 
same manner. * Praise the Lord from xYie ewcxXi, ^^ ^x^>%w^n 
and all deeps: fire and hail; snow and Na'^f, ^Vsmts ^'''**^ 
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fulfilling his word : mountains, and all hills; fruitful trees, 
and all cedars: beasts, and all cattle; creeping things, and 
flying fowl; kings of the earth, and all people; princes, and all 
judges of the earth; both young men, and maidens; old men, and 
children; Let them praise the name of the Lord.' Ps. 148.: 
7 — 13. 3. The song of praise mentioned in Rev. 5:13, was 
offered to Christ when he took the sealed book out of the 
hAid of him that sat upon the throne, and before the seals 
were opened. SeeTerses 7, 8. 4. Afler this song was sung, 
events transpired, as we learn by the following chapters, 
which belong to time, and r/Onsequently to this earth. See 
chapter vi. verses 8, 15 — 17. Also chapter xx. verses 12 — 
14 Here we learn that after the song mentioned in Rev. 5: 
jj>^ 18, there w4Min and misery. Hence my opponent's argu- 
ment drawn from this text, is illogical and irrelevant, for it 
is evident the passage does not prove the final holiness and 
happiness of all men, because beyond the scene which it 
contemplates, wretchedness and wo are said to exist. 5. 
Mr. Abel C. Thomas, a ' distinguished' universalist theology 
teal writer, in his discussion with Dr. Ely, p. 38, says, ' Nor 
indeed do I see the propriety of urging so confessedly hyper- 
bolical a book as the Apocalypse in proof of any important 
doctrine.' Again he states, p. 126, < I may remark, that I 
profess little acquaintance with the hyperbolical instructions 
of the Apocalypse. Commentators of every sect have ac- 
knowledged their ignorance as to ihe meaning of many por- 
tions of the book; and neither of us would lose any thing, in 
the estimation of judicious persons, were we to unite in a 
similar acknowledgement.' Again lie remarks, pp. 127 — 8, 
" In the first verse of the Apocalypse it it is written, * The 
revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave unto him to show 
to his servants thines which must shortly come to pass.' " 

< If, then, Mr. Thomas is correct in his views oP the book 
of Revelation, if it is not proper to urge this book in proof 
of any important doctrine, if it is judicious to acknowledge 
oar ignorance of the meaning of many portions of it, and if 
the events there named were shortly to come to pass when 
the book was written, what proof does it contain that all 
mankind will ultimately be made holy and happy ? 

I have never said, nor do I believe, that < raging waves of 
fire, tempestuous wrath, and loud thundering peals of eternal 
vengeance, brood around the soul that is forsaken of its God' 
in * the unseen world.' Why, then, does my opponent bring 
this representation into this discussion ? Does he find it nec- 
essary to caricature and misrepresent my views in order to 
prove his own? Such a course is certainlv uncalled for if 
the Bible plainly teaches universalism, and he is able to pre- 
aent its instructiona. 1 most certainly believe in a future state 
or condition expressed by such phrases as, ^ eX^xxk^X ^^trai^«.- 
tion;* 'the fare tha,t shall never be qvkeucViedL*. ^\k«t« >\i«vt 
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Worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched;' * eternal judg- 
ment,' * the lake of fire,' &c. But as these expressions cannot 
be literally true, even in the universalist sense of the mean- 
ing of such terms, they are, I conceive, figurative representa- 
tions of the future condition of those who ' shall not inherit 
the kingdom of God.' 

Rejoinder. Mr B. rejoined : — 

Perhaps my brother is right in saying that the construction 
given or the passages in Philip, and Kev. includes '' toads, 
serpents," &c. Before we admit his assertion, however, let 
us try his criticism upon another passage, found in Mark, 16: 
15 — " Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to eve- 
ry creature," "Every creature," Br. H. says, includes 
beasts, toads and serpents. Then the Apostles were com- 
manded to preach to toads and serpents. I must not forget 
that brother H. claims to act under this commission. May I 
be permitted to ask him when he last preached to a congre- 
gation of toads and serpents, and what is the prospect of a 
revival among them? As to the assertion that there is to 
be sin and misery subsequent to the event spoken of in these 
passages, it rests wholly upon the circumstance that it is 
named in a chapter that happens to be further along in the 
book. To illustrate the absurdity of this argument, I need 
only refer te the fact that, whereas some things spoken of in 
the book of Genesis are not yet fully consummated, many 
things spoken of in Revelation were fulfilled centuries ago. 
The simple fact, therefore, that certain words are found in a cer- 
tain book orchapterarrangedsubsequently toothers, is no proof 
that they refer to a later event^ this argument, therefore, if 
such it can be called, amounts to nothing. As to the proof 
that those passages refer to a future state, I observe, 1. That 
the worship spoken of is such only as heaven can render; 
and, 3. There is no evidence that such an event ever did, or 
ever will occur, in time, or on the earth. A future reference 
of the texts, therefore, seems indispensable to their inlep-ity; 
inasmuch as many millions of the mtelligences there referred 
to have passed from the shores of time, and consequently 
must render that worship in the final state, if at all. Let my 
brother then prove, if he can, that ail intelligences in the 
universe will unite in ofSsring spiritual and divine worship, 
43hdrt of the final state. 

Replication of Mr. H,: — 

In answer to the last arguments of my opponent, I would 
observe, that the remarks on toads and serpents, as I did not 
use such terms, are as much out of place as they are out of 
character. It is true I stated that beasts, fishes, and an- 
imals of all kinds, were, In a certain sense, engaged in the 
song mentioned in Rev. 5:13, aiid 1 v^fo^^^^ ^^'kj «»\»XK«sfcTsx \s^ 
quoting part of that verse; and aVso pwX. o\ xJaa owi \s>m^-^ 
dred forty eighth Pgalm. That the ighTafte ^ «^«ti ct^^ss^^^^^ 
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means the same in Mark 16:15^ diat it^bes in Rev. 5:13, is 
mere assumption. Hence his attempt to make my reasoning 
imply that * the Apostles were commanded to preach to toacla 
ana serpents,' is as ungentlemanly as it is irrelevant. Hid^ 
sneering question when I ' last preached to a congregation of 
toads and serpents, and what is the prospect of a revival 
among them?' is of the same character. And if he will read 
my quotation from David's pen, he will see that ' the sweet 
singer of Israel' is as obnoxious to the charge of preaching 
to the * dragons,' ' winds,' * hills,' * mountains,' * trees,' &c., , ■ 
as I am to that of preaching to reptiles.' My argument/ 
showing that there is to be sin and misery subse(]uent to the 
events spoken of in Phil. 2:11, and Rev. 5:13, is based oif 
Mr. A. C. Thomas' reasoning on the judgment mentioned in 
the twentieth chapter of Revelation. In nis discussion with 
Dr. Ely, he says, p. 177, " you overlook the fact, that after 
the judgment spoken of in chapter xx,, John < saw the great 
city, the 'holy Jerusalem, descending out of heaven from 
God,^ which language forbids your supposition, that after 
said judgment, the saints were to ascend up to heaven to 
God." Other universalists have used the same kind of argu- 
ments to prove that the great day of wrath, mentioned in 
Rev. 6:17^ belongs to this state. Yet when I use a similar 
argument against the future reference of universalist proof 
texts, my opponent pronounces it an * absurdity.* Whether 
he means that this reasoning is absurd in my hands, while it 
is conclusive in the hands of universalists, he has not said. 
He now attempts to prove the future reference of the texts 
in question by asserting, ' 1. That the worship spoken of is 
such only as heaven can render.' To this I reply that John 
heard it rendered by every creature on the earth, under it, 
in the sea, * and all that' were * in them/ as well as in heay- 
en. What now becomes of the assertion that heaven only can 
render this worship? ^ But be asserts, * 2. There is no evi- 
dence that such an event ever did, or ever will occur, in 
time, or on the earth.' Here again he contradicts John, for 
he heard this song sung by those who were * in heaven,' and 
those who were ' on the earth,' ' in the sea/&c. Consequent- 
ly when it was sung some were engaged in singing it * in 
time.' Although my opponent passed over the most of my 
arguments against the future reference of Rev. 5:13, and 
notwithstanding he did not notice my remarks which showed 
that his inference from Phil. 2:11, is nothing more than as- 
sumption or assertion, he now calls on me to * prove that all 
intelligences in. the universe, will unite in o&ring spiritual 
and dtvine worship, short of the final state.' Notwithstand- 
ing this work did not belong to me, I have performed it by 
showing that the worship mentioned by John, whether it 
was spiritual and divine or not, was ofTet^ before the seals 
were broken, and the book, whic^ tloie l4arcib\ooY,N<9«A oi^iw- 
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ed — that it whs offered, by some who were in heaven, some 
'who were on the earth, and some who were in the sea. I 

ftow call upon him to < prove, if he can, that all intelligent 
as in the universe will unite in offering spiritual and divine 
worship' in * the final state.' 

You may tell your friends to night as you did last night, 
my hearers, that not a text has been quoted which names the 
final holiness and happiness of all men. Hence according 
to Mr. Balfour's reasoning, we have additional evidence that 
^is doctrine, however it may serve to build up a sect, does 
not make men Christians. When one text is quoted that 
mentions the future salvation of all men, I will readily in- 
form you of it; and till this is done you should reject this 
doctrine as an awfully dangerous delusion. 

THIRD EVENING. 

Mr. B. continued: — 

The holy Scriptures do teach the final holiness and happi- 
ness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that God is the Sa- 
vior of all men. See 1 Tim. 4:10-^" For therefore we both 
labor and suffer reproach, because we trust in the living God, 
who is the Savior of all men, especially of those that be- 
lieve." No well founded objection to argument founded up- 
on the passage can be drawn from the present tense of the 
verb, is. For, strictly and philosophically speaking, there is 
nothing past or future with God; but all the events from the 
beginning to the end are continually present in his sisht; this, 
the Scriptures plainly declare. See Isa. 46:10 — " Declaring 
the end from the beginning, and from ancient times to things 
that are not yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I 
will do all my pleasure." Also, Acts 15:18 — <^Known unto God 
are all his works from the beginning of the world," With 
the help of this truth, we are enabled to understand many 
passages which would otherwise be beyond our eomprehen- 
sion. Many passages might be cited by way of illustration; 
but it may be su£icient for our purpose to cite 2 Tim. 1 :10 — 
'< Who hath abolished death," kc« Now death here is said 
to be abolished, not because it is actually done, but because 
the event is certain in the counsels of God, of which he has 

Siven us this evidence, that He raised up Christ from the 
ead. In like manner we say God is the Savior of all men, 
because the event is certain in the divine counsels. Nor 
does the fact, that God is especially the Savior of believers, 
at all militate against the truth expressed in the first clause of 
the text, that " God is the Savior of all men^" but rather 
confirms the view I shall take of it. For in what sense, I 
ask, is God specially . the Savior of believers? My brother 
will doubtless tell you that He is speciBlW xVl^ ^%.V\w ^^\»- 
Ueverahere^ hynnaking them ho\y awA.V«W3 ^^'^^'^'^'^?1 
portion to the streagth and ef^caey of t\ie\t f«AXVu \\5d«j^«^- 
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mand of him a reasoo for li i ttr| ire tiii g.itie term Savior, in 
the first clause of the text, in a diflferent sense from that in 
which he undenstands it in the last.. If he says that God is 
specially the Savior of believers, by making them holy and 
happy — ^then I replys that just in that sense is God the Sa- 
vior of all men, by making them holy and happy. The doe-* 
trine of the final holiness and happiness of all men is there- 
fore established, by this argument, beyond the possibility of 
refutation. 

Mr. H, replied J**- 

My opponent has quoted 1 Tim, 4:10, * For therefore we * 
both labor and sufier reproach, because we trust in the liv- 
ing God, who is the Savior of all men, especially of those 
that believe,' to prove the final holiness and happiness of all 
men. He assumes that the text refers to the immortal state. 
In connection with several irrelevant texts which he quoted 
to sustain this assumption, he remarked, ' with the help of 
this truth, we are enabled to Understand many passages 
which would otherwise be beyond our comprehension.' With 
this kind of reasoning, almost any absurdity may be proved^ 
That God is omniscient, as the texts improperly brought 
forward plainly show, is admitted. And that He sometimes 
Bj^aks of things which are not as though they were, is also 
admitted. But that He so spei^s in 1 Tim. 4:10, there is 
not a particle of proof either in the text or context, nor yet 
in the Bible I This is so obvious that I presume the text would 
not have been brought forward had not the words * all men' 
been found in it; and hence the futile effort to prove its fu- 
ture reference. According to the argument which has been 
used to refer this text to the immortal state, Rom. 14:33, 
proves that some will be miserable there. < He that doubt- 
eth is [will be damned hereafter] if he eat. This reasoning 
makes the text read, God will be the Savior of all men here- 
after, specially, here, those who believe. But this is mere 
nonsence. Farther: after the example of Mr. Balfour in 
another case, I shall not consent to have things relating to 
time and eternity blended together in this abrupt manner. 
That the special salvation is conditional and relates to time 
only, while the general salvation is unconditional and relates 
to eternity, must be proved before the passage will afford a 
semblance of support to universalism. Nothing however 
but inference, assertion, and assumption has yet been adduc- 
ed on this subject; and such proofs I shall reject here as 
promptly as universalists do when it is adduced by their op- 
ponents. The meaning of the apostle seems to be simply 
this, God in some sense saves all mankind now; but believ-* 
ers are saved in an especial sense. This view of the sub- 
ject appears to be taken in Romans 5:18, 19. * Therefore as 
bjr the offence of one judgment came upon all men to con- 
(fenm^tionf even bq tij^ the rigliteousQesa q£ oxxe^xVv^ tf^^ ^^ 



came upon all menmnto justification of life. For as by one 
man's disobedience,' many were made sinners, sa by the obe- 
dience of one shall many be made righteous.' In the same 
sense, then, that < all men' were made sinners by Adam's 
transgression, they are all made righteous, or saved, by the 
obedience of Christ. According to my opponent's reasoning, 
the phrase, ' who is the Savior of all men,' refers to the im- 
mortal state, while the term < especially those that believe,' 
refers to this life. I now ' demand of him a reason' for ap- 

" plying one part of this short sentence to time and the other to 
eternity, it should be remembered that the text says not one 
word about the future state. Therefore ' the doctrine of the 
final holiness and happiness of all men' cannot be ' establish- 
ed' by any argument which can be drawn from the passage. 
Rejoinder. Mr. B. rejoined as follows: — 
It will be recollected that Br. Hutchins, in reply to my ar- 
gument founded on the perfections of God, stated that all 
men are not saved now, and the love of God towards them 
is no evidence that they ever will be saved. He now tells 
you that God is the Savior of all men now. Which of these 
statements does he mean to have us believe.^ The point at 
issue between us on this passage in Tim. is not whether sal- 
vation is conditional, but whether the conditions are such as 
to falsif)r the declaration of the Apostle. As plain as that 
two and two make four, is the proposition that God is the Sa- 
vior of none but those that are saved. A mere willingness to 
save does not constitute him a Savior, any more than a wil- 
lingness to accept that office would constitute a man Presi- 
dent of the United States. Nor would providing ineffectual 
mealfs to save, entitle him to that appellation, any more than 
an unsuccessful endeavor to obtain that office, would entitle a 
man to the appellation of President. I might safely admit 
the conditionality of salvation to any extent that could ration- 
ally be desired, and it would not efl»ct my argument in the 
least; since God has instituted no conditions that can in any 
event defeat His purposes or falsify His word. If, as my 
brother has once assured us, God is not the Savior of all men 
now, He must be hereafter, or the declaration contained in 
the text is not true. My brother may take which horn of 
the dilemma he pleases, i hardly know what to make, of his 
assertion that <^ all men are saved now," that " all are made 
righteous now," unless he intends to set forth one of the pe- 
culiar beauties of his system, the doctrine of ^' imputed 
righteousness" — a doctrine at which reason stands aghast, 
and which '< shocks all common sense." Is the drunkard, I 
aak, saved now.^ Is tflfe* thief, the robber, the murderer, the 
adulterer saved? Are these characters made righteous now? 
Truly, theirs must be a singular k\mV of t\^Vv\ft()V)i<Si^«^^. W^ 
to the assertion that the text mays aotblll^ ^^\3XX)(\« ^\k\?ax^ 

state, I may venture to leave it YritVi t\i© «wi^ei o>q«»x^^'^^^^'» 
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that since it is maDifest that iin«(¥iiot Baved now, the only 
alternative that is left is either to cOnclnde that the Apostle 
tittered a falsehood, or admit that all men will be saved in 
the future state. 
Mr. H's. replication. 

Because I stated in the first of this discussion that all hien 
are not saved now^ and remarked in my last reply that God 
is the Savior of alt men now, I am indirectly accused of a 
contradiction. As my opponent wishes to know which of 
the above statements I would have believed, I answer both 
of theni. When I said that all men are not saved now, I 
meant that they are not saved especially; and in the remark 
that God is the Savior of all men now, I meant that they are 
all saved in some sense different from an especial salvation. 
Hence both of my statements are true. I have never asser- 
ted that ' a mere willingness to save' constitutes God ' a Sa- 
vior;' nor that * providing ineffectual means to save' would 
^ entitle him to that appellation.' Therefore the introduction 
of what would not 'constitute a man President of the Uni- 
ted States' does * not effect my argument in the least.' When 
it is proved that God has promised to save alt men hereafter, 
it will be time enough for my opponent to attempt to make it 
appear that my reasoning makes Him * falsify His word.' 
The explan^ion which I have given of my meaning of the 
remark that God is not the Savior of all men now, makes 
* the dilemma' of which my opponent speaks, a mere crea- 
ture of his mistaken fancy. It is therefore as harmless as 
the impression which created it is groundless. Consequent- 
ly his attempt to prove from my own statement either that 
God must save all men hereafler or his word is not true, is 
worse than nothing to his cause. He says he hardly knows 
what to make of my assertion that all men are made right- 
eous now, &c. If he dont know what to make of Scriptural 
sentiments,' I dont know as I can help him. I will however 
try to make myself understood on this subject. All men 
were passively condemned, in some sense, [not to endless 
misery,] by Adam's offence; even so, mark that, the free gifl 
came passively upon all men to justification of life, or free- 
dom from condemnation here, [not in heaven.] Thus as far 
as nitn wii^*made • sinne<^n Adam, he is made righteous in 
Christ, and ilo farther. As far, then, as the drunkard, thief, Jt 
uViJobber, murderer and adulterer was condemned in Adam, hmtk /I 
cleared from condemnation, or made righteous in Christ. If 
" reason stands aghast" at this doctrine, and if it '' shocks 
all common sense," the fault is the Bible's rather than mine. 
Let it be understood, however, that nothing which Adam did 
condemned the sinner to misery in a future state independent 
of his own acts; also that nothing that Christ has done can 
make him holy and happy without obedience to God. 
Tliat 1 Tim. 4:10, does Dot Auatain iV^ a^Tin»^vi« Qt >^ 
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question before us, Fw^aiN^hmvAbil^WFtnat future salvation 
IS conditional. This I showed in my last reply on the first 
evening of this discussion; but as what I said at that time 
has not been answered, I need not repeat the texts there 
adduced, to provetf is conditionality. Farther: universalists 
contend that < mankind will be rendered happy hereafter by 
being vnAde alive in Christ, in inconruption,' &c. See 
Ely and Thomas' Theo. Dis. p. 236. « This heavenly 
image which we lost, we obtain back again at the resurrec- 
tion of the dead.' Univ. Guide, p. 37;— « They will be chil- 
dren of God, bearing a moral likeness to him. This will be 
the state of all who shall be raised from the dead.' lb. p. 44. 
Ill drder to sustain these views of the manner in which man- 
kind will be rendered happy hereafter, the text' before us 
should read. Therefore we both labor and suffer reproach, 
because we trust in the living God, who will raise all men 
from the dead, especially those that believe. My opponent 
says ' it is manifest that all men are not saved now,' and there- 
fore they must all be saved in the future state, or ^ the Apos- 
tle uttered a falsehood.' Now mark it, my hearers; raul 
says God is the Savior of all men, but my opponent says He 
is not, but he will be their Savior in the immortal state. I 
will leave it with the audience to judge which tells the truth. 
If it is decided that Paul did not utter a falsehood, ' it is man- 
ifest that' the text in question does not contain the slightest 
evidence of the final holiness and happiness of all men. 

FOURTH EVENING. 

Mr. B. resumed his argument. 

The holy Scriptures teach the doctrine of the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they teach that 
such shall be their condition in the resurrection. See LuMe 
20:35—38. <^ But they which shall be accounted worthy to 
obtain that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neith- 
er marrv nor are given in marriage : neither can they die any 
more : n>r they are equal to the angels;- and are the children 
of God, being the children of the resurrection. Now that 
the dead are raised, even Moses shewed at the bush, when 
he calleth the Lord the God of Abraham, and the God of 
Isaac, and the God of Jacob. For he is not a God of the 
dead; but of the livins: for all live unto him." The expresr 
sion, ** They that shall be accounted worthy,*' cannot be us- 
ed as an argument against the holiness and happiness of any 
portion of mankind, because it is affirmed that all are raised; 
that they shall be equal unto the angels. It can only be urg- 
ed, therefore, as an objection to their resurrection. If it be 
admitted, as it must be, that angels, (or, as it is expressed in 
the parallel passage in Matt. 22:30, " the angels of God in 
heaven,") are holy and happy, then it must be admitted al&o^ 
that those who are raised in a condition ^^ qq^A \»^x:^'^ 
3 .* • - 
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them, are holy and happy like\^e/ There can therefore be 
no dispute about the holiness and 'ha|)piness of such as are 
raised; and the whole question, so far as this passage is con- 
cerned, resolves itself simply into this, whether all men are 
to be raised from the dead. If, then, I can prove that all 
are to be raised, the argument in favor of the final, holiness 
of all men is conclusive. But why, it may be asked, did our 
Savior say " they that shall be accounted worthy," if all are 
to be raised f In reply I say that several reasons might be 
given why this clause of the text cannot be considered as an 
objection to the resurrection of all men. 1st. The phrase ifi 
question is omitted by Matthew in his account of this dis- 
course; and can we rationally conclude that he would omit 
what was, agreeably to the views of my brother H., the most 
important part of the account? This is quite too much to 
assume. - ^. To construe the phrase in question as an ob- 
jection to the resurrection of any part of mankind, is to es- 
tablish a direct contradiction between it and what is asserted 
in the 38th terse of this chapter: '< For He is not a God of 
the dead, but of the living, for all live unto him" — and also 
to the declaration of Paul in 1 Cor. 15:33: '^ As in Adam aU 
die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive." Whatever 
this phrase may mean, therefore, it cannot mean that all, or - 
any part of mankind, shall not be raised from the dead. Let 
my brother now show, if he can, why this passage is not con- ^ 
elusive in favor- of the affirmative of the question. T 

Mr. H. answered : — . , 

* The holy Scriptures' do not * teach the doctrine of the ;i 
final holiness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as they'^.' 
DO where assert that all men will be holy and happ^ < in the 
resurrection.' Let my opponent bring one text whiclt says 
that all mankind will be holy and happy in the resurrection, 
and his work will be done, for I will then cheerfully embrace 
his doctrine. The passage in Luke, so much relied on, af- 
fords no proof of the correctness of his position, for it says 
nothing about a universalist resurrection — the resurrection of 
all men to a holy and happy state. The Sadducees, who did 
not believe in the resurrection, came to Christ with the case 
of a woman who had had seven husbands, and wished to know 
whose wife of these seven men she should be when the'dead were 
raised. This the^ no doubt supposed would greatly embarrass 
him. But he obviated the intended difficulty by informing them 
that the marriage relation would not exist at th« resurrection, 
and then proceeded to prove that all mankind will be raised 
from the oead. But as the doctrine of endless misery was 
believed at that time by the Jews, and as they allowed or ad- 
mitted that the just and nnjust would 1% raised, (see Acts 24: 
15,) it is evident that the Sadducees could not understand 
Christ to teach that all mankini. will be holy and happy in 
consequence of the resurrection, K Yie ^©sv\g[ift^ \^ x^^^ 
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universalism ia bift p o ti ym s utt im^Jfitikthe Sadducees, it is 
singular that the Ev&gefintH^'MlBLrk and John did not record 
it. My opponent has *aslterled without anything like positive 
proof, that the expression, < They that shall be accounted 
worthy,' can only be urged as an objection to the resurrec- 
tion of some portion of mankind. . But I meet this assertion 
by replying, that it can be urg^ 'only as an objection to 
their' being admitted into the state denoted by the phrase 

* that world,' which is something different from ' the resur- 
j*ection of the dead,' for that phrase is never used in the Bi- 
ble to denote the act of reanimating the dead. Farther: Mat- 
thew omits much that Luke has recorded of Christ's conver- 
sation with the Sadducees, including the phrase, ' equal unto 
the angels,' on which my opponent seems mainly to depend 
liere to make out his case; ' and can we rationally conclude 
that he would tidmit what was, agreeably to the views of my' Ot^^ 
opponent, ' the most important part of the account? This is 
quite too much to assume.' The phrase, ' equal unto the 
angels,' was used by our Savior to show that those who are 
raised from the dead, cannot ' die any more;' but it is used 

this evening to show that all mankind will be holy and hap- 
py at the resurrection. It is now seen that he has yet to 

* show, if he can^ why this passage is conclusive in favor of 
the affirmative of the question.' And when he attempts this, 
let him prove that ALL MEN will ' be accounted worthy to 
obtain tnat world;' l6t him also prove that they will be holy 
and happy in th<6 immortal state. As I have-fihown the falla- 
cy of his reasoning on Luke 20 :35 — 38, 1 might take my seat. 
But as I have consumed only a small portion of my time, I 
will show universalista that the same kind of arguments 
which their authors and ministers use to prove there is no fu- 
tul^llell, will prove that this text applies wholly to this state, 
and consequently that there is no future existence. 

1. The term * resurrection' in the text just discussed, does 
not necessarily mean a rising into an immortal state. Rev. 
D. D. Smith, a popular universalist minister, in his discus- 
sion with Rev. Adin Ballou, a Restorationist, pp. 22, 23, says 
— " By consulting the lexicons we find>that the Greek word, 
translated here [Luke 14:14.] and elsewhere in the New 
TMtament resurreetion, means sometimes, rising from dark- 
nfess to light or obscurity to eminence. By giving this sense 
♦to the word, in the passage above, the whole is rendered per- 
fectly plain. Christ intended to be understood that in the 
course of time, and the order of Providence, those poor peo- « 
pie whom they might entertain, would be raised from the ob- 
scurity of their condition, and would fully recompense the 
favors they might have received in the times of their lowli- 
ness. Such is the plain and obvious meaning of this text 
which) when properly understood, cannot be considered as 
having any reference to thafcdQCtr'me o^ ^>aX\«^ i^^^x^ -mjl^ 
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gunishments which is H^Yd trf iii^' fH^nd!^' Such is Mr. 
mith's reasoning on the phrase, thmt shalt be recompensed 
at the resurrection of the just,^ to prove that the term resur- 
rection here does not refer to the immortal state. Now ap- 
ply similar reasoning to the text, ^ they that shall be accoun- 
ted worthy to obtain thai world, and the resurrection from 
the dead,' &c. and it will read. They that shall be accounted 
worthy to obtain that age, and be raised from the obscurity of 
their present condition, neither marry nor are given in mar- 
riage, spiritually. Neither can they go into the obscurity of 
their present condition any more: for they are equal unto 
the angels of God, being the children of the rising ' from 
darkness to light.' ' Such is the plain and obvious meaning 
of the text which, when properly understood, cannot be con- 
sidered as having any reference to' a state beyond death. 
Speaking on the phrase, 'resurrection of damnation,' Mr. A. 
C. Thomas says, Theo. Discussion, p. 186, " The word res* 
urreetion in the passage in John, affords no proof that the al- 
lusion is to a rising into an immortal state — ^for, asDr. Camp- 
bell justly observes, * this is neither the only, nor the primi- 
tive import of the word-^-lt denotes simply, being raised 
from inactivity to action, or from obscurity to eminence, or a 
return to such a state, after an interruption.' Note in MaL • 
22:23." Here Mr. T. gives Dr. Campbell's views on the 
word rendered resurrection in Mat. 22:23, to show that in 
John 5:29, it dpesnotnecessarily refer to the immortal state. 
By takinff the same liberty that he takes here, his reason inff 
on the pnrase ' resurrection of damnation' may be applied 
to the phrase, ' resurrection from the dead,' in Luke 20:35, 
and thus the reasoning of Mr. Smith and Mr. Thomas ap- 
plied to this text, confines it wholly to this state ! f 2. I am 
mformed that the term rendered ' world' in the phrase < that 
world,' is precisely the same as that which is translated 
^ world' in the phrase, ' shall not be forgiven him, neither in 
this world, neitner in the world to come.' See Mat. 12:33. 
On this passage, Mr. Balfour says, 2d Inquiry, p. 292, ^ It 
seems then a very obvious case, that when it is said the sin 
against the Holy Spirit shall not be forgiven in this world 
nor in the w<frld to come, there is no reference to a state af- 
ter death. It simply means, it should not be forgiven while 
the Jewish age or dispensation continued, nor under the ase 
of the Messiah, which was then about to commence.' Mr. 
Whittemore, in his Guide, pp. 100, 101, testifies to the same 
thing. He says, " The language used by Matthew is, ' shall 
not be forgiven, neither in tliis world, nor the world to come.' 
But h is very certain, that Matthew was not speaking of the 
mortal and immortal states of being, "wView Yk© s^oVl^ q^ tWt 
Uforid and the world to come. 15 o, he VvaOino tefexctkcfi Vi 
the immortal state of being itt any way.'—-" ' ^V^iiox \» 
^orgivea, neither ia this world,^ or age, viYiicb. eti^^ ^^^ 
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the gospel age Ifegp^; 'neither ^iDtn^ world,' or age, 'to 
come,' that is, the age tvhjch succeeded it. Let us not be 
wise above what is written. Let us be willing to stop where 
the Bible stops." I might make many similar quotations 
from universalist writers, to prove that the terms world, and 
world to come, which seem to be^yrio'nymous with the term 
« that world' in Luke 20:35, d6 not in Bible meaning, refer 
to a state afler death. But the testimony of these two wit- 
nesses against the future reference of the phrase, < that 
world,' establishes the fact by universalist reasoning, that the 
text under consideration never ought to be applied to the 
inimortal state, as it means only the age of the Messiah. 

8. We will now hear Mr. Balfour's testimony in relation 
to this matter. In his 2d Inouiry, p. 811, he writes, "In 
Luke 20:84 — 36, we have this world and that world men- 
tioned, or, this age and that a^e or state. But as it requires 
no particular consideration, it is unnecessary to transcribe it. 
I would only remark, that aionos here cannot mean endless 
duration or forever. It would not do to say the children of 
this forever marry, and the children of that forever do not 
marry." Here we are told that thd terms, * this world* and 
< that world,^ mentioned in the text, are sjmonymous with 
* this age and that age or state' — that the term ' aionos^* ren- 
dered world in these phrases, 'CANNOT mean end- 
less DURATION.' According to what Mr; B. here testi- 
fiesy the passage relates to this state only, unless he supposes 
that the immortal state is not endless! It is now seen, accord- 
ing to the evidence adduced from the writings of Messrs. 
Smith, Thomas, Whittemore, and Balfour, that the text quo- 
ted with so much confidence by my opponent, to prove the 
final holiness and happiness of all men, relates to nothing 
hereafter. Therefore he has entirely failed of his object by 
assuming the future reference of a text which universalist 
logic easily confines to this mode of existence. And as this 
is one of the strongest of the proof texts of universalists, the 
future reference of all the rest can be disproved as easily 
as I have done it in this case. Hence my statement that the 
same kind of arguments which universalists use to show that 
thereisnofuturehell, will prove there is no future heaven — no 
future existence, is now fully sustained as far as the meaning 
of one of the most important texts in the Bible is concern- 
ed. 

The audience may now see that universalists, to be consis- 
tent with their arguments against future punishment, pu^ht 
strenuously to oppose the doctrine of man's future exis- 
tence. 

Rejoinder. My brother H. h^ tmsLcJa. \.^i ««5 ^^SowiX , ^^'^^-^ 
ing and quoting universalist auX\iot«. ^xjX \^;^\i»^.V^^^^ 
given us is to be regarded as a sTOcVcftfttv o.^ \»& >b»sswsr^^ 
of those authors, I must say \ pity \ivm. \xSa ^^l^ «sv^«« 
2# 
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from the manner in which he treats -Ihe atitnoi*s whom he at* 
tempts to quote, that he either does not understand their 
meaning, or else he is guilty of perverting them. And from 
some remarks of his, I conclude' mat he treats his Bible much 
in the same manner. Had he taken the trouble to consult Mark 
12:25, he would hardly have ventured the assertion that Mark 
took no notice of the resurrection spoken of in Luke. Mr. 
Balfour was written to respecting his views of the passage 
in Luke, and the following letter from him, which was sub- 
sequently introduced in the discussion, will be a sufficient re- 
ply to the remarks founded upon the passage quoted from 
the second Inquiry: 

" Charlestown, May 6, 1841. 
" Br. Bulkeley — Fours of April 30, favored by brother 
Stetvens, I received when about to go into the country. I 
have returned, and shall now give you my views ^f Luke 
30:34 — 36, in compliance with your request. As my health 
does not allow of my writing much, I shall study brevity in my 
remarks. 

" In these verses, the phrases, * this worW and ^ that world* 
occur, and express two states which are set in contrast. 
There is no dispute about the phrase ' this world;' for its be- 
ing said, ' the children of this world marry and are given in 
marriage,' shows what state is meant. The question is, 
what world b meant by ' that toorld^^ which is in contrast 
with ^ this world.' The words immediately added, ^ and the 
resurrection from the dead,' seem to t^xplain this : * that 
world' and ^ the resurrection from the dead,' express the same 
thins; the last phrase is an amplification or explanation of 
the first; the word kaiy rendered and^ which connects the two 
phrases, ought to be rendered even, as it is in many other 
places, and the words stand thus — ' The children of this 
world marry and are given in marriage. ' But they which 
shidl be accounted worthy to obtain that world, even the res- 
urrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given in 
marriage," etc. The difficulty is supposed to be in the words 
^ < shall be accounted worthy.' It is concluded, some^ yea, 
( many, shall not be accounted worthy to obtain ^ that world,' 
or ' the resurrection from the dead.' Bu^ admit this conclusion, 
and it follows that some, yea, many, are to be annihilated, or 
not raised from the dead at all. But this view is not in uni- 
son with the doctrine of endless punishment. The whole 
difficulty arising from the phrase, ' shall be accounted wor- 
thy,' proceeds from overlooking the nature and extent of the 
contrast, stated in the passage and its context. ^ This world' 
and ^ that world,' or, as some render it, ^ this state' and ^ that 
state,' and ^ this life' and 'that life,' are not only set in con- 
trast^ but' also the persons and their conditions are contras- 
09d. The children of ^ this world,^ ver«e ^^ «x« ^ontxasted 
with 'the children of God-r-the chWdreuo^ t\A i^eKOt^^^^xi^ 



31 



•*■■,. 



'•«. 



Terse 36. BesidSs, tke\. children *of ^ this world,' martyinif^ 
tmd being given in marriage, are contrasted with the chil- 
dren of ' that world,* who * neither marry nor are given in 
jmarriage.^ Keeping this ^^ntrast in view, let us now see 
how it bears on the words * shjill be accounted worthy,' where 
it is supposed an insurmountable difficulty lies. It is evident 
that the Sadducees denied that there was to be any resurrec- 
tion; but with a view to per^^ex our Lord, they assumed it' 
as true, and reasoning on the principle of analogy, concluded 
the resurrection state was to be similar to the present state. 
They introduced a woman who had been married to seven 
busbands, and the point of their argument was, whose wife 
she should be in the resurrection state. But our Savior told 
them they erred^ and did not admit of analogical reasoning 
from the present to the future state. On the contrary he 
Cold them, ' the children of this world marry and are eiven 
in marriage; but they which should be accounted worthy to 
obtain that world, even the resurrection frocn the dead, nei- 
ther marry nor are given in marriage.' The contrast is be- 
tween this world and the resurrection state, atid their condi- 
tions in these two states. But the difficoity in the passage is 
created by overlooking this contrast and introducing one be- 
tween two classes of persons in * that world,' or ^ the resur- 
rection state',' a contrast which is not supported by the text 
or context. All admitted, that it was accounted worthy, fit, 
4ind honorable, to marry and he given in marriage in ^ this 
world,*' for this was for the good w mankind, and necessary 
for the continuance of our race. But nothing of this khid 
can be needed, or counted worthy, in ■* that world,' or ^ the 
resurrection state,' for these persons do not ' die any more, 
%>ut are as the angels of God in hea^en.^ 

<^£very candid man will admit, that the contrast stated in 
verses34, 35, is between persons in this stat^ and the resurrection 
state; and I think a candid man ought also to admit, that if he 
makes a distinction and a contrast among.persons in the resurrec- 
tion state, he is bou nd to sho w'ho w this is prenredfrom the passage 
nn question. If he says the words, ' shall be accounted worthy,' 
imply this, I reply, he overlooks the contrast made in the 
context, and such a conclusion cannot be admitted, un- 
til he shows that a distinction and ceatrast is taught in it be- 
tween worthv and unworthy persons in the resurrection state. 
But who will undertake to do this? I may add, such as un- 
dertake to do this, ought also to point out what any persons 
hare done, or can do, to render themselves worthy to obtain 
the resurrection state, which others have left undone. All 
are, then, the children of God — ^why? because they were 
much better than many in this world? No, but * being chil- 
dren of the resurrection.' Such are my views, and l^lieve 
xne to be ^' Yours, truly^ 
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Mr. H. Replied:— "^ ' . • *" 

As my opponent charges me with not understanding the 
meaning of the universalist authors that I have quotecf, or 
else I am ^ guilty of perverting them;' and as he has not 
brought a particle of proof of his ungentlemanly charge, * I 
must say I pity him.' Does he make charges which he cau' 
not prove in order to maintain a cause which the Bible does 
not sustain? Notwithstanding the unkind manner in which 
he alludes to my error iq stating that Mark did not speak of 
the resurrection mentioned in Luke 90:34 — 36, 1 thank him 
for correcting me. He has introduced a letter just received 
from Mr. Balfour, and read enough from it to show that that 
famous author haschanged 'his views of the passage in Luke' 
since be published his Sd Inquiry. In that work, ne virtual- 
ly stated that the term ^that world,' [^atonosj < cannot mean 
endless duration.' But in his letter he makes the term egt^v- 
alent ' to the resurrection of the dead,' ' the reswrreciion 
state,' &c. which of course implies endless duration. I now 
take this opportunity to caution the audience to be very care- 
ful how they receive the opinions of a nian who has entirely 
changed his views of the meaning of one of the most impor- 
tant portions of the word of God. His present views or the 
reference of the pbrase» that world, are,^ no doubt, agreeable 
to the Bible. But they are utterly unreconcilable with what 
he has written at length on the meaning of the terms ' world,' 
and ' that world,' in his second inquiry, the reading of which 
almost compels one to think he secretly intended to con£ne 
the whole of man's happiness to this existence,, as his first 
Inquiry and part of his second, are open efforts to confine all 
punishment and misery to this lifef Both of these works 
may be iised as suceessfuUy a^inst the interpretations which 
universaltsts give many texts m the Bible, as they now use 
the writings of Whitby, Lightfoot, Campbell, &c., against 
the Scripture interpretations of their opponents. 

As Mr. Bulkeley has published in this discussion a Tetter 
from Mr. Balfour, from which he read only a short extract or 
two when it wa9 ' introduced,' I shall reply to it here. The 
reader will therefore see that the following remarks, which 
were not nmde during the controversy,, no more belong to the 
debate than the letter does to which the^ are a reply. The 
contents of Mr. Balfour's letter consist of a futile attempt 
to sustain the assumption that " ^ that world* and ' the resur- 
rection from the dead,' express the same thing." To this 
assertion I reply: — 

1. In language somewhat similar to his on t Fet. 5:9; — 
' Not one instance can I find where the' term ^ world' is used 
in the Bible to denote the resurrection from the dead. Ifit 
( is so in this passage, [Luke, 30:34 — 36] it is a solitary in- 
^tance^ which is presumptive evidence that it was not the' 
Sarlor^ ^zneaDiogJ See 2d In(\. p. IStV. ^Tivt^oiT^Y xxae^ 



«ven according td his own showingff'is positively against snch 
an application of the term here rendered world, ' Let this 
be remembered.* 

2. He published to the world fifteen years ago, as I have 
shown before, that this term in Luke^' cannot mean endless 
duration,' and consequently it.tannot mean a resurrection 
state. And unless he is certain that his opinion is entitle to 
more consideration now than it was then, his present exposi- 
tion is, to say the least, extremely doubtful. 

S, His criticism on the word kai, rendered and by our 
translators, which makes the text read, ' they that shall be 
accounted worthy to obtain that world, even the resurrection 
from the dead,' cannot, I think, be sustained. In order to 
test its correctness, I will try it on Heb. 6:2 — * Resurrectioa 
of the dead, even eternal judgment.' Tt seems to me that it 
is just as consistent and scriptural, to make the ' resurrection 
of the dead' synonymous with eternal judgment, as it w 
to make the term * that worid^ mean the resurrection of the 
dead. 

4. Restorationists, who, it is said by Mr. Whittemore, are 
universalists, are against Mr. Balfour's views of the passage in 
Luke. Dr. Cbauncey, inhis Salvation of All Men, London, 1784, 
p.S9Q,says — ^' He {Christ] connectsthe ^a/vaftoft of the righU 
eotu with the damnation of the wtcked^ in point of time, so 
does he their resurrection in that observable passage^ John 
5:28, 29, ^ The hour is coming, in the which all that are i« 
their graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth.*- They . 
that have done good, to the resurrection of life, and they 
that have done evil, to the resurrection of damnation.^ It 
appears then, upon the whole, that, at the end of the world, 
or the second coming of Christ, the wicked^ as well us the 
righteous, shall be ruisedfrom the deadJ*^ In the same work^ 
p. 376, he paraphi'ases Rev. 20:12, thus — '^ I then beheld la 
my vision the dead raised, both high and low, young and old, 
and they stood before the throne of God, and were judged in 
a most fair and equal manner, according to their work«, 
whether they had b6en good or evih And that this retribu- 
tion might be absolutely universal, taking in the whole race 
of men, the dead, without distinction or limitation, were rais- 
ed again to life, whether they died and were buried in the 
sea, or whether they died on the land and were buried in the 
grave; all in the invisible state of the dead were brought to 
fife, and judged according to their works.** These quota- 
tions from Dr. Chauncey, show that he considered that there 
win be a distinction amon? persons in the resurrection state, 
—-that some will be raised to life, and others to damnation. 
Thus it is seen that the doctrine i»f the punishment of the 
wicked at. the resurrection, is so evident from the Bible, that 
Dr. Chauncey openly avows it, as Restorationiata ^enetall^ 
^d Hence^ accor^ng to the opinion o£ \iy fex ^£.^\«x^'?& 
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portion of universaliBti m Christendom,^ Luke 30:34 — SQj 
affords no proof whatever of the final holiness and happiness 
of all men ! I 

5. I cannot learn that any commentator or lexicographer, 
has ever considered that the term, ' that world,' means the 
resurrection of the dead. Therefore Mr. Balfour is as much 
opposed to ' the learned world' in relation to the meaning of 
the term in question, as he is to the Bihle and the largest and 
most intelligent portion of his own sect. Consequently his 
* views' on this subject are unauthorised and unscriptural. 

6. The term resurrection state, used by Mr. Balfour, is ^ not 
found in the Bible.' Hence according to his own reasoning 
against an eternal hell, this ' language is coined at the mint 
of modern divinity,' and may do very well to increase * a sect, 
but this is a very different thing from making men Chris- 
tians.' 

7. He thinks that if one 'makes a distinction and a 
contrast among |)ersons in the resurrection state, he is bound 
to show how tnis is proved from the passage in question.' 
To this I reply, that if he admits that those who are raised 
from the dead will dwell in heaven, ' I think he is bound to 
show how this is proved from the passace before us. He 
should remember that there is no more said here, nor jet in 
the 15th chapter of 1st Corinthians, about dwelling with the 
Lord, than tnere is about a distinction among those who are 
raised. Therefore I am no more bound to prove this distinc- 
tion from the text, than he is to prove from it the future res- 
idence of all men in heaven. 

8. As Christ plainly intimates that some * shall be accounted 
worthy to obtain that world,' which Mr. Balfour now admits is 
in the future state, as he says some nhall walk [not are walk- 
ing] with him ' in white: for they are worthy,' (see 
Rev. 3:4, 5;) as he has never said that all men shall be ac- 
counted worthy to obtain a state of happiness after the res- 
urrection ji as I have shown that the term, ' that world' does 
not mean the resurrection of the dead; and as I have never 
supposed mankind will be raised from the dead on account 
of tneir worthiness, I am under no obligation ' to point out 
what auy persons have done, or can do, to render themselves 
worthy to obtain the' heavenly worlds ^ which others have 
lefl undone.^ According to Mr. B.'s views, the words 'ac- 
counted worthy,' have no meaning, and thus he charges 
Christ with folly in uttering them t But if he will read 
John 5:39, he will see that those who ' have done good' will 
be accounted taoi^hy to eome forth * to the resurrection of 
life.' 

9. I have already stated that the Scriptural use of the orig- 
inal vi^rd rendered ^ world' in the text under discussion, ac- 
cording to Mr. B.'s own showing, does not allow him to ap- 
ply Xhh text to a future state. On Mat« 24:3^ he remarks. 
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*^ The Greek phrlwe here for « the end of the World,* is «ttn-« 
ieleia tou aionos. Dr. Campbell renders it ' the conclusion 
of this state;' and Wakefield and M acknight, the end of the 
age,'" which view of the expression, JVIr. B. says is ' correct.' 
Ue soon adds, ' But if it means age, it ought to be under- 
stood so in other places, unless good reasons can be offered 
why it ought to be differently understood.' 3d Inq. pp. 274 
— 5. On the phrase world to come, which seems to mean the 
dame thing as ' that world,' which, in Luke 20:34-^36, he now 
applies to a fhture state, he quotes several orthodox wri- 
ters with approval, and says, * they establish beyond all con- 
tradiction, that the phrase world to come, does not mean the 
future eternal state of existence after death, but the age of 
the Messiah.' On Eph. 1 :21, ' not only in this world, but al- 
so in that to come,' expressions which seem to be of precise-r 
ly the same meaning as * this world' and * that world' in Luke, 
he gives Wakefield's rendering of the text, which is as fol- 
lows; ^ not onl]^ in this but in the future age.' And this future 
age, we have just seen, does not mean the future eternal 
state of existence after death. The passacre in Matt. 12:33, 
^ it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this world, neither 
in the world to come,' is, as I have before shown, applied by 
Mr. B. to ^ the Jewish age,^ and ' the otge of the Messiah^* in 
this state of existence ! See 3d Inq. pp. 390 — 393. Now 
till he offers * good reasons why' the term that world in Luke 
30:35, shouldXe understood as referring to the ' eternal state 
of existence after death,' he destroys either his reputation as 
a critic, or his candor. Hence it seems, that, in order to sus- 
tain a favorite system, Mr. B. has inconsiderately overthrown 
his criticisms on the word rendered world; and thus he must 
admit either that the Pharisees shall not be forgiven in the 
future state, or that the term < that world,' in Luke, refers 
only to this state f ! 

10. I will now show by the same kind of reasoning which 
he uses to prove there is no future judgment, that he ouffht 
not to believe in a future resurrection. This will show that 
he was more consistent when he asserted that the terms this 
world and that world, 'cannot mean endless duration,' than 
he is now in saying that the term that world, means the res- 
urrection state. The following are the arguments to which 
I allude — Let us now consider, whatZbroaster says shall 
take place at the end of the world, and compare it with the 
creed of most Christians. He says-^' then there shall be a 

General resurrection.' This he could not learn from the Old 
^estament, for it does not teach such a doctrine, and when 
be made his creed, the New was not in existence. The 
phrase * general resurrection,' used by him, is that now used 
by Christians, and in the same sense as he used it. But I 
ask, how Toroaster could learn either th\a t^Ti\\tcv^\i\. «^ ^^s^ 
phraseology from the Old Testament'J V^ \i^ ^\^^ VdXs^\^\sX 
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&od learned orthodox men trare etred''gnkfty inr admitting 
that this doctrine id not taught at all, or at least very doubf-* 
fully in the Old Testament. Brethren, from what divine 
source did this arch iinpostor learn this article of his creed? 
Was it from the Old Testament? If this book contains ity 
then you can find it there as well as To roaster, and I call on 
you to prove it from this source. Did he learn it from God, 
when he pretended God spoke to him out of the midst of 
the fire? This cannot be affirmed unless you admit him to 
be a true prophet of the Lord^ which we know he was not. 
It must be admitted that he invented this article of his creed, 
or it must be proved that he derived it from the Old Testa- 
ment, or by special revelation from God. If he invented the 
doctrine of a general resurrection, then he was the author of 
one of the principal articles of vour creeds. It will not do 
to say that this doctrine was dierived from the New Testa- 
menty for on this supposition Christ had not the honor of first 
revealing it to the world. If this article is found in that 
book, Jesus Christ and his apostles were indebted to this im- 
postor for inventing it. Should you say, that they derived 
this article from Uod by immediate revelation, permit me 
then to ask, who revealed it to Toroaster six hundred years 
before the Christian era? Did God reveal it to him 2 If he 
did, why not allow him to have been a true prophet of the 
Lord? And why not frankly own, that Christ and his apos- 
tles did not first reveal this article of faith to the world, but 
that God first revealed it through his great proi)het Toroas- 
ter? Let those then, who contend for this doctrine, consider 
its origin; for to build their faith on the New Testament as 
its source, is worse than the Old; for it makes the writers 
not revealers of a new doctrine, nor teaching one before re- 
vealed in the Old Testament, but adopting a sentiment and 
language, which originated in the Magian creed, was trans- 
mitted by the ^reat impostor Toroaster, and through the 
Apocryphal writers to Christ and his apostles, and from them 
to all Christians, ever since. The preceding reasoning, 
mostly in Mr. Balfour's own language, is abridged from his 
3d Inq. pp. 73 — 93, where the reader can find much more of 
the same kind of logic, which is just as conclusive against a 
* general resurrection' as it is against a general judgment.' 
But the arguments that I have here introduced, show con- 
clusively that he could very easily make it appear, in his pe- 
culiar way, that Luke 20:34 — 36, has no reference to a future 
state if any thing relatinff to punishment was connected with 
it I It also shows how little importance should be attached to 
bis criticiams — that his reasoning is well calculated to make 
Ari^e/sr. I have written at this lenglVi m t^iqV^ to his letter not 
because it requires so much to show the laWwi^ o^ Naa vc^- 
oients; but to show l^ow inconsialent \ie Va V\X\i\ivn\^\^^ ^\A 
^onr easily bis own reasoning may be maA© xo <^o\i%s^ vaa 







wbole oS ]imn^t4|btihc(i foNfils lifec^^^Wttiis with the hope 
of releasing from Sejr embairassnij^t, some who may be en- 
tangled with uniTBrsalist arguments against future punish- 
ment. 

My * view' of the meaning of the text ])efore us is simply 
this — By the remark, ' they that shall be accounted worthy to 
obtain that world, andjhe resurrection of the dead,' our Sa- 
vior meant, they that shall be accounted worthy to obtain 
that world at the resurrection of the dead, Slc. ^his is the 
only view which makes good sense of the phrase, they that 
shall be ctccounted worthy. What I have said on this subject 
shows that one of the moit important texts used by univer- 
salists, is grossly perverted whenever it is quoted- to prove 
their doctrine, if their reasoning on future punishment is con- 
clusive. I will only add, that if Mr. Balfour, or any of his 
fi'iends, will select a text which they think proves the doctrine 
of the general resurrection, I will show by his own reasoning 
on other subjects, that the passage is not future in its refer- 
ence. 

FIFTH EVENING. 

. Mr B. continued : — 

The holy Scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness 
of all men, inasmuch as they teach that all evil and the au- 
thor of evil shall be destroyed. It will be borne in mind, 
that the endless existence of mankind is not a point in dispute 
between us. Their immortality is conceded at the outset 
and the question in debate is, what is to be their condition in 
the immortal state. If, then, I prove the destruction of all 
that is adverse to their holiness and happiness, the inference 
is plain, that all will be holy and happy. All evils that can 
fairly be alledged to exist as obstacles to the holiness and hap- 
piness of the entire race of mankind, may be comprehended 
under the four following heads — The Devil — Sin — Hell, and 
Death. 

r 1st. The destruction of the devil is taught in the very be- 
ginning of Revelation. See Gen. 3:15. vVe there find that 
no sooner had man transgressed the law first given, and ren- 
dered himself obnoxious to the divine denunciation, " In the 
day thou eatest thereof 4hou shalt surely dier," than God 
gave him this assurance of ultimate and complete triumph 
over the tempter. The " seed of the woman," by the con- 
sent of all commentators, refers to Christ; and this is regard- 
ed by Christians of all denominations as the first promise of 
a Savior. The plain import of the promise is, that Christ, 
" the seed of the woman," shall destroy the tempter, as signi- 
fied by bruising the serpent's head, it matters not in our, 
present argument, whether we regard this serpent or tempter 
as a literal, personal being, who was once an an^el of light, 
but in consequence of pride and rebelliofi was Euxled Ct<^\sx 
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his seat of purity and bliss above, down to our earth, to de- 
ceive and torment the nations; or whether we regard it, in 
what we conceive to be the more rational view of the sub- 
ject, as a personification of the prince of evil. In either view 
of the case, the argument from this promise is conclusive, as 
to the fact of his ultimate destruction. No stronger term, it 
appears to us, could have been made use of to denote this 
truth, than that of bruising the serpent's head. If there 
could l)e a doubt concerning the meaning of this figure, it 
would be removed at once by the testimony of the Apostle, 
Heb. 2:14 — " For as much then as the children are partakers 
of flesh and blood, he also himself took part of the same; 
that through death he might destroy him that had the power 
of death, that is, the devil." Where now is Br. Hutchins' 
God.? He told us, you will recollect, in his first reply, that 
if we proved there was no devil, he would prove there is no 
God. Alas! for the God that he adores, when Christ shall 
have accomplished the destruction of the devil. 

2d. We might reasonably infer the destruction of sin, from 
the destruction of the author of it; as when the cause is de- 
stroyed, the efiect must cease, of course. But to reniove all 
doubts on this matter the following passages are deemed suf- 
ficient for any candid mind: 1 John, 8:8. Heb. 9:26. John 
1:29. 

3d. The destruction of hell is declared in Hosea 18:14 — "I 
will ransom them from the power of the grave; I will redeem 
them from death: O death, I will be thy plagues; O grave, I 
will be thy destruction: repentance shall be hid from mine 
eyes." Let it be remembered that the original word transla- 
ted '' grave" in this passage, is the same that is translated 
" hell" in Psalms, 9:17, and in every instance where the 
word hell occurs in the Old Testament. Also, see Rev. 20: 
13, 14 — '' And death and hell delivered up the dead which 
were in them. And death and hell were cast into the lake of 
fire." Where now is brother Hutchins' heaven? He has 
told us, you will recollect, and it appears to be one of his 
strongest arguments — that if we will prove there is no hell, 
he will prove there is no heaven. And as he seems to place 
great stress upon this, and has seen fit to repeat it several 
times, it may be proper to digress a little, for the purpose of 
examining it more fulljr. 

To bring this objection to the test at once, let me ask, Was 
there ever a time, when God and heaven did not exist? The 
answer must be. No. Was there ever a time, when a devii 
and a hell did not exist? The answer must be, Yes. Then 
a God and heaven have existed without a devil and a bell 
— and the conclusion is, that a God and heaven may eziit 
>yJthout a devil and a hell. We do not, as this objection io- 
tj mates, deny the existence of a deV\\ oaA «l Vi^W, on the con- 
trary we admit the existence of \)0X\i,\i\iXCiWk\ctidL^at 'Cdasa 
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ffnaT and etejfnaljbsti'uctibn,, as has b(ieH"^rDved by tire pasH 
sages before quoted. \-^ 

4th. The destruction of death is explicitly declared by the 
Apostle, in t Cor. 15.-fi6 — "The kst enemy shall bedestroy" 
ed, death.''' In quoting this passage, I have left out the 
words supplied by the translators, as not necessary to ex- 
press the true meaning of the passage. In this I am justified 
by the example of the orthodox commentator Dr. Macknight, 
who translates it thus, ** The last enemy, death, shall be de- 
stroyed."' An improved version of the Scriptures, published 
in London some years since, has it thus, " death, the last ene- 
my, shall be destroyed."" Taken in either form, the text con- 
tains these two propositions — tst. Death is the last enemy- 
2d, The last enemy shall be destroyed — both of which are 
susceptible of the clearest and most abundant proof. Indeed, 
they need no proofi for they stand as the solemn and uncon- 
tradicted declaration of Gx)d's holy word; and none can con- 
sistently question the truth of either, but the sceptic, and the 
atheist. Grant me but this one truth, that the last enemy 
shall be destroyed, and with this single lever, ( will overturn 
every system of partialistn that ever existed beneath the sun. 
It is 'piirfeetly idle^ futile, and vain, in the light of this pro^p- 
oskion, lo talk about " eternal death,''" an " immortal devil,"* 
ot/* an endless hell" — for though there were ten thousand 
deaths mentioned iiT the Scriptures — as many devils — as ma- 
ny hells — ^it must be entirely obvious to every mind not losir 
to sense and reason, that not one of them can survive for a 
moment the destruction of the last enemy. What, then, I 
solemnly ask, in view of the fact that all these — the devil, 
sin, hell, and death — ^yea, the last enemy, including of course 
every thing that in its nature is opposed to God and holiness,* 
shall be destroyed, can prevent the final holiness and happi- 
ness or all mankind.^ 

Mr^H. replied:: — 
> The argument to which you have just listened, is nothing* 
more than an * inference'' drawn fromr the fact that the Devil, 
Sin, Hell, and Death are to be destroyed.. And this inferen- 
tial argument is based on the assumption that to destroy, is to 
annihilate. 

>. My opponent takes the position that the devil, who he 
calls the 'serpent or tempter,'" is ' a personification of the 
prince of evil.' This is the only view he can well take of ' 
the subject;: for if this tempter was once ' an angel of light,' 
and if to destroy is to annihilate,, it follows either that this 
angel was not immortal, or that an immortal being will be 
annihilated. His remarks seem to^ imply that the serpent 
mentioned in Gen. 3:1, 4, 15, is only evil personified. What, . 
or who does he suppose is 'the prince of evil?' I would al- 
so inquire, in nearly Mr. Thomas' language to Dr. Ely, 
What authority has he for suppoBAn^ X\iaX wv^ ^«t\. ^1 ^^^ 
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chapter is figurative and the other literall*' If the serpeift 
is to h& understood figuratively i the beasts, fowl^, Slc« must al- 
so be understood figuratively. Where,, then, is his argument? 
See Theo. Dis. p. 127. Lqt him remember, that, before his 
argument can be considered conclusive, he must prove that 
to destroy means to annihilate, and then he may quote Heb. 
2:14, to some purpose. I readily admit, however, that the 
devil and his works, hades, and death, will be destroyed in 
some sense, but that their destruction implies the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all men, remains to be proved by some- 
thing more than inferences and assumptions. 

S. John 1 :2&, and Heb. 9:^, will avail my opponent noth- 
ing till he proves that Christ will take away, and ' put away 
sin,' even the sins of all who die in rebellion, in the immor- 
tal state. And when he shows that the sins of mankind con- 
stitute ' the works of the devil,' he may quote 1 John 3 :8, to 
some purpose, if he can make it plain that men are condemn- 
ed for the devil's works, 

8L According to what Mr. Balfour says in his 1st. Inqairy 
oa Hos. 13:14, Psa. 9:17, and Rev. 20:13, 14, these texts, and 
all others * where the word hell occurs in the Old Testament,' 
allude to nothing more than the grave or the place of the 
dead. And this my opponent seems to admit. These pas- 
sages, then, can refer to nothing more than the destruction of 
natural death and the grave, at the resurrection. Hence, as 
these do not make mankind unholy and unhappy, their de- 
struction has nothing to do with the final holiness and hap- 
piness of all meu, and the argument based on the destruction 
of hell, has no bearing on this subject. The only way these 
texts can be made to sustain universalism, is, to prove that 
the act of raising men from the dead, renders them holy and 
happy, which cannot be done. I might easily show by uni- 
versalist logic, that not one of the texts quoted by my oppo- 
nent to prove the destruction of hell, refers to the immortal 
state. ]DUt the present state of the question makes it unnec- 
essary. As I have never intimated that the existence of God 
and heaven depends on the existence of the devil and hell, 
why does my opponent reply to an argument which I never 
used? Till he proves that heaven means a place of future 
bliss, while hell does not mean a place of future misery, he 
entirely evades my statement and misrepresents my argu- 
ment, in all he says on this subject. 

4. Let us see if ' the destruction of death* necessarily im- 
plies the final holiness and happiness of all men. As this 
appears to be my opponent's strongest argument, I shall pay 
considerable attention to it. I admit his rendering of the 
passage, ' The last eneniy shall be destroyed, death;' and 
he must admit from the connection in which the text stands^ 
that natural death only is intended by the apostle. That the 



1 . 



destractibn 6f^M||t& does not secure tHe ultimate Happiness 
of all men may be seeo by considerinff — 

1. Tbat hades aod death mentioned in Hos. 13:14, are the 
same as those nauiediorl Ct>r. 15:54, 55, and Rev. 20:13,14. 
This must be admitted J, or "else it must lye proved that one' 
death and one hades have been already cast into the lake of 
fire, while another death and anothef hades remain to be de- 
stroyed at the immortal resurrection, a work which I think 
will not be undertaken. If th^y are now destroyed^ their de^ 
struction has nothing to do with the subject before us. Nor 
will their destruction at the end of time secure the final ho- 
liness and happiness of all men, for the wicked are to be cast 
into the lake of i^e with them. See Rev. 20:13—15, and 21: 
Qi To say that they shall ever come out of this state, is to 
be wise above what is written^^which Messrs. Balfour, Whit- 
temore, and others,- positively condemn in their reasoning on 
other subjects. 

2. The apostle simply labors in 1 Cor. I5th chapter, to 
prove that there will be a resurrection. It had been asserted 
*' that there is no' resurrection of the dead.' See y. 1^ Thi* 
assertion he controverts throughout the chapter. 

3. Not a word is here said about the final holiness and hap- 
piness of all men. 

,4". That the dead are to be raised immortal, according to 
verses 53,54, affords no proof of uoiversalism.- For in llom. 
2:7, we learn that immortality is something to be sought for 
in order to obtain eternal life. 

5. Nor does the phrase, ' we shall bare the irna^e of the 
heavenly,' verse 49, imply their holiness. It is said m James 
Si9, that men ^are made after the similitude of God.' In 
what sense they are thus * made,' we are not told; but that 
it is in a sense that constitutes them holy and happy, we have 
no evidence. Nor can we know that their bearing the im- 
age of the heavenly at the resurrection, will make them ho- 
ly and happy. Nor yet is it asserted by Paul, that the wick-- 
ed will bear this image. 

6; The conclusion of the chapter shows that he did not 
arffue the doctrine of universallsm. For from what he had 
said, he exhorted his brethren to always- abound in the work 
of the Lord, as they knew their labor was not in vain. This 
implies that tliey would be* rewarded at the resurrection. But 
liad Ife labored to prove the unconditional salvation of all 
meiij he would have concluded the chapter thus — ^Therefore 
rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of glory, forasmuch as 
ye know that all mankind will be raised holy and happy. 

T. Natural deathr is called the Ikst enemy; but as sm and 
guilt exist here independent of death, they may on the same 
principle, exist after that is destroyed. As the existence of 
^n and misery does not depend on death, it cannot be proved 
that its destruction will put an end to con^^nvci^iXA.Q'cv* 
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8. It is said that ALL ENEMIES, mar1c%at, shall be pQt 
under Christ's feet. 1 Cor. 15:25. In the next verse it id 
said that death the last enemv,— one of those just mention- 
ed — shall be destroyed; and the following- verse says, For he 
hath [will, say universalists] put all thitigs under his feet. 
Hence as all enemies are to be put under him, death, beiug 
one of them, mustl^e included. To put under Christ's feel 
in the universalist sense of the term, is to subdue to his gov- 
ernment. On this supposition it follows that hades, the 
devil, sin ani death, are to become the subjects of Christ's 
government. But as death is to be put under his feet, with 
all other enemies, it follows that this act will not make any of 
them holy and happy. 

•9. Mark it, my hearers, death is to be destroyed before the 
end comes. Then cometb the end, when he shall have de- 
livered up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he 
shall have put down all rule, and all authority and power, 
see V. 24. Universalists have written nuich to prove that ' the 
end' came when Jerusalem was destroyed; ana, according to 
their reasoning, the last enemy^ death, was destroyed 1800 
years ago. But aside from this unlversaiist sophistry, let it 
be remembered, that, afler all tbings, including death of 
course, are put down by Christ, he will give up the kingdom 
to the Father, and God will be all in all. This is to be done 
at the resurrection, after which natural death vaunot ex- 
ist. 

10. In John 5:29, Acts 24:15, and Heb. 6:2, we learn that 
the wicked are to be raised to a state of condemnation. The 
original word in these texts translated ' resurrection,' and 
* resurrection of the dead,' *is the same that is translated* res- 
urrection of the dead in the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians. 
Thus we see that after Christ puts down all rule, authority, 
and power, the wicked are to be raised to damnation, and 
eternal judgment is to take nlace; and this too a^ter the de- 
struction of hades, the devii, bis works, and death, the last 
enemy. Where now is my opponent's argument for the final 
holiness and happiness of all men, which he so confidently 
based on the destruction of death ? If he turns Restoration- 
ist and admits that there may be limited punishment after the 
resurrection, he abandons his argument drawn from the de- 
struction of the last enemy; and if he denies the future ref- 
erence of John 5:29, Acts 24:15, and Heb. 6:2, I shall also 
deny the future reference of the 15th chapter of 1 Corin- 
thians, which Mr. Whittemore says is tbe Magna Charta, 
or great charter of universalism. And I can prove that this 
chapter relates only to this existence by the same kind of rea- 
somng that will prove there is no future judgment. *'Let 
this be remembered.' * What then, I solemnly aslc, in view 
of' these facts, is there in the destruction of death, to insure 
^tiie jSnalbol'meBS and happmess of a\\ mMasAuAt^ \vj^ «scl- 
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*ly ii3d thatsboifld I be called on to pl'dvethe ruture refer- 
ence of the phrase, < resurrection of the dead, and eternal 
judgment,* I should say, that^^.as universalists reason on the 
resurrection where it is coanected with punishment, I coukl 
not. do it. -But I \i^uldtke& show by their logic that every 
text in the Bible which mentions the resurrection, may be 
confined to this state; and fhis would show fhat the reason- 
ing of universalists carried out, leads just where I ^ave al- 
ways told them it does,— to the doctrine of no futnre exis- 
tence. What an awfnl responsibility 'those assume who la- 
bor so hard to make it appear that men cannot commit sin 
enough to peril their immortal interests; and how alarming 
is the state of those, who, through this belief, neglect to seek 
the Lord while he may be found. For worlds I would not 
take the place of either. May God open the eyes of those 
Who are deceived with hopes not sanctioned by His word. 
As universalism claims this sanction, I consider it more dan- 
gerous than open Infidelity^ This claims reason only, for its 
jsupport, but that appeals to the Bible, while both entirely 
fail to "reform the vicious. Infidelity makes reason say, - 
there is no future danger for the sinner, and •untversalism 
Tnakes the Bible say the same thing. The former makes 
crime either the work of chance, or something that God does 
not regard: but universalism says, that, notwithstanding God 
forbids men to sin, and punishes the disobedieirt, yet the 
darkest crimes are in accordance with his will and purpose! 
Hence this doctrine is more calculated to make men secure 
in sin than Infidelity is. 

Mr. B. replied: 

The holy scriptures *teacdi the doctrine of the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all men, inasmuch as this is a legiti- 
mate conclusion from the promises therein contained. See 
Genesis 12:3; 22:18; and Acts 3:25. ^« And I wj41 bless them 
that bless thee, and curse him that curseth thee; and in thee 
shall all families of the earth be blessed." " And in thy seed 
dhall all the nations of the earth be blessed; because thou 
hast obeyed my voice." " Ye are the children of t-he proph- 
ets, and of the covenant which God made with our fathers, 
saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the kindreds 
of the earth be blessed.^' That this promise is absolutely 
universal, is evident from the terms in which it is conveyed. 
Had only the original expression, *' In thee shall all the na- 
tions of the earth be blessed," been used, we should then 
have thought it universal; as it seems evident to us, that the 
phrase, ^* all the nations of the earth,^' must include the 
whole human family. But then my brother U. might have 
said. True, the promise speaks of aH the nations of the 
earth; but parts of nations, as families and individuals, may 
be excepted, and still the promise remain good to all to viVvc^vcv 
it was given. Or had only the expressvou ^* .«32i\3bft ^^tk^^'^ 
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of tbe earth" been used, he might have ^iifected on tHe 
ground that to bless some of the families would be a fulfill- 
ment of the promise. But as If the Holy Spirit had foreseen 
the spirit of caviling that woold exist in the world, and de- 
signed to- guard agamst its seducing influence in the strong- 
est manner, another expression, Jf possibley 8ti1<P more une- 
quivocal than the two former, is used. The Apostle, in Acts 
3, substitutes the word "kindreds"* for that of families and 
nations-— and thus to render assurance doubly sure, taken in all* 
the various applications of it,- we have the strong and emphat- 
ic declaration, ^* In thee and in thy seed shall all the nations, 
families,. and kindreds of the earth be blessed." Now if an 
individual can be found, who belongs to no nation or family,- 
and who has no kindred, Twilf- grant that he may be the sub- 
ject of an endless curse, for I can find no promise that will 
apply to his case. But until such an individual can be pbint- 
ed out, I trust chat Br. H.- and all who sympathize in his re- 
ligious views, will refrain from any attetnpt'to show that the- 
several expressions used in the promise mean anything less^. 
than absolute universality. All nations, families. ainkin-T' 
dreds of the earth, must mean every individual'of the human* 
race, from Adam down to his latest posterity. It only re- 
mains^,^ therefore, to show what is the nature of the blessing 
referred to, to complete the argument. On this point, the 
language of the Apostle is^ very explicit;. See Gal. 3:8, 16.- 
" And the scriptures, foreseeing that God would justifv the' 
heathfen* through foith, preached before the gospel unto Abra- 
ham, saying, in thee shall all nations be btessed." " Now 
to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith 
not. And to seeds,' as of many; but as of one. And to thy 
seed, which is Christ." The plain meaning of this promise 
is, therefore,, that all the nations, families, and kindi-eds of 
the earth shall be blessed in Christ; and not only so, but they 
are to be blessed with the blessings of the gospel. It will not „ 
do, therefore, for my brother to take the ground that some* 
do, and say that the promise to Abraham relates merely ta 
tempora! bliessings, for this would be to take away that most 
glorious feature of the gospel,- referred to in a Tim. 1 :10.— 
"Who (Christ)" hath abolished death, and brought life and: 
immortality to light through the gospel. "^ 

Win my brother then say that the gospel is a system of 
temporal" bfessingsmerely ? Or will he deny that it contains 
the blessings ofimmortalityi^ Hie must do this, or abandon^ 
the position, that the promise to Abraham is temporal' in its 
nature J for I have shown from the langnage of the Apostle, 
that the blessing referred to is the gospel, through which life 
and immortality are brought to light. But anotner objection- 
may be urged against this view of the subject. By far the 
greater portion of the nations, and millions on millions of the- 
familiea and kindreds oi xh/^ earthy are Vg;aoc«tn\. qC \.he ^os-^ 



.. * 45 

pel. They "haveiiever heard of a Savior. And are these 
countless multitudes, whp ^< are perishing for lack of knowl- 
edge," temporally blessed la "ISnrist? Do they enjoy the 
tem{M>ral blessinga of the gos^IJ How utterly futile and 
idle is the supposition. Tet ^ul 13iese are included, as we 
•have seen, in thd. terms of the propoise. They must there- 
fore receive the blessing in the &al state, or not at all. Yes: 
either these hapless multitudes of our kindred race, who 
through no fault of theirs, but that of having been bom in 
heathen lands, are left to grope their way through this world 
of darkness, ignorance, and idolatry, and at last to lie down 
in the grave of despair, shall hereafter participate in the 
blessings of the gospel, and bask in the sunshine -of immor- 
tality, or the promise given to the patriarchs is but an idle 
tale sent forth from the fountain of Infinite Wisdom to mock 
ihe woes of suffering humanity. But a £nal objection to the 
notion of the temporal nature of this promise is presented in 
the facts set forth in Heb. xi. The Apostle after referriujr 
•j^ the ]^trlarchs and propliets, and all those holy men and 
women of old, who had distingui^ed themselves as the ser- 
vants of God, concludes bis reftrence to them with these re- 
markable words: " And these all, having Obtained a good 
report through faith, received not the promise : God having 
provided soQfie better thing for us, that they without us 
should not be made perfect." If then, as the apostle assures 
us, those worthies who had centuries previous gone to their 
&nalL rest, " received not the promise," how could it relate 
to temporal blessings in their case? — with what ^ow of pro- 

£riety can it be so construed in relation to any portion of the 
uman faraihr? These considerations are deemed a sufficient 
refutation or the objection that none but temporal blesshigs 
are included in the promise. It will be perceived at a glance 
€hat tlM terms on which this promise was originally grven, 
-are absolute and unqualified. Human language does not 
contain, and is inadequate to express a more positive affirm- 
ation than is contained in this promise to Abraham. " In thee 
shall all nations be blessed." And the same may be snid of 
every instance in which it is repeated. It is not true, there- 
fore, as some pretend, and as my brother will doubtless try 
to make vou believe, that the promise is conditional, ^ould 
he take tnis ground, I have high authority to quote against 
him. And since lie has made free with his quotations from 
authors, I trust that he win not complan if I follow his ex- 
ample for once. I quote from a discourse on Isaiah 25:8, 
written and published* by one Elias Hutcfhins. On page 5 
of the discourse, we find the following sage position laid 
down with reference to the text. *'To say, then, that it re- 
lates to another state, is begging the question — it is taking 
that for granted which ought to be proved." ^' B^t ii «<ui« 
.no such thiiig. ThereforCj it is adding Xo \\i^ voSaSK^^ ^ot^ 
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of God to give It such a mcaninj^."' AgaiD', on' pa'^e TSr 
"To say that he referred to^ another worlds when he says 
nothing about it,, is to be wise «bo¥o what is writteu-^s to 
say that he either could noCordid not express himself intel*- 
ligibly." Now, without at alf assenting to the correctness of 
this reasoning as applied to the paasaffe in Isaiah^I may be 
allowed to olraerve, that^it ftpplies with singulor force and 
propriety to the promise made to Abraham; and with but a 
slight variation from his Innguaere, we may say in reference 
to the alledged conditionality of the promise^ " To say it 
means conditions, when it does not say conditions,- is taking 
that for granted which ought to be proved." Did the prom- 
ise say that '^'^ air the nations, families, and kindreds of the 
earth shall bo blessed'' conditionally,, we should be in duty 
bound to believe the assertion. ^^BtU it sayt no such things 
Therefore, it is adding to the infallible word of God to give 
it such a meaning." " To say that it means conditions,, when 
it says nothing about conditions,, is to be wise above what is- 
written — is to say he either could not or did not express him- 
self intelligibly." My brother must not now be allowed to 
back out of his position, and if he is willing to abide by his- 
own propositions, not another word need be added to show 
the absurdity and folly of supposing this promise is in any 
sense conditional. But lest there should be some here so in- 
corrigibly sceptical as not to be willing to admit that my Br.. 
H. is the besfr authority in matters of this kind, I deem if 
necessary to ouote from a source better entitled to the re- 
spect and confidence of those who are seeking for truth. The 
inspired apostle in 2 Cor. 1 :20, gives us the following ex- 
plicit testimony concerning the unconditional nature of this 
promise. " AH the promises of God in him are Yea, and in 
him Amet), unto the glory of God by us." This, we think,, 
to reasonable minds, ought to be a final settlement of the* 
question. But still further objections may be urged against^ 
the idea of such conditions as limit the promise, or exclude- 
from its blessincrs any portion of the human family. Millions 
on millions of the nations,, families,, and kindreds of tho earth 
have lived and died in ignorance of the ])romise. How can? 
it bo reconciled either with the justice or goodness of God, 
that he should promise them a blessing upon conditions, and 
withhold from them all knowledge of these conditions untit^ 
they have passed from this state of being, where alone it is 
possible to comply with them, or where a compliance with 
them wiH be of any avaiK The supposition is too monstrous- 
to be indulged in for a moment. We rest, then, in the con- 
clusionthat the promise is absolute and unconditional — that 
it relates to the blessings of life and immortality brought to 
light through the gospel,, and that it is to bo the final portion 
of all men.. 
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Mr. H. answered: — 

Near the close of his acffunaeat founded on the destruction 
"of death, my opponent told yoK-iliat witli that * single lever 
tie would overturn «very system of. parti alistn that ever ex- 
'isted beneath the sun.^ Yes he would make the doctrine of 
the final holiness, and happiaiflis of all men so plain that none 
■ but the sceptic and atheist,' or those * lost to sense and rea- 
son,' could ' question the truth of it. But it seems that he 
fnistook either the power of this * lever,^ or his ability to use 
it; for he has not attempted to reply to my argument which 
shows that there will be eternal judgment after hades, the 
devil, his works, and death, are aestroyed. He now attempts 
to sustain the affirmative of the question by the promise made 
to Abraham, which is recorded in Qen. 12:3} S2:18; and 
Acts 3:25 — * In thee [Abraham] shall all families of the earth 
be blessed.' 'In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth 
be blessed; because thou hast obeyed my voice,' &c. 
This blessing, he assumes, is ^ life and immortality;' a bless- 
ing to be conferred upon all men through Christ the * seed' 
of Abraham. Let him remember, that it is as positively 
said, that all the nations of the earth shall be blessed in Abra- 
ham as it is that they shall be blessed in Christ. Also that it 
is said that in this patriarch's ' seed' they shall all be thus 
blessed, because he * obeyed' God's ' voice.' But how the 
blessing of ' life and immortality' is to be given to all men 
in or through Abraham, or how his obedience to God can se- 
cure it to them through Christ, I have yet to learn. 1 wish to 
know how mankind are to be blessed in the immortal . state 
on account of what ' the friend of God' did in this life; and 
to these subjects I call the attention of my opponent. To 
prove ' that this promise is absolutely universal,' that is, that 
il; includes every one of Adam's family down to the end of 
lime, the terms, all the nations of the earth, all the kindreds 
of the earth, are adduced. Now let us test this reasoning by 
applying it to other subjects. * Then will I — make this city 
a cur$e to all the nations of the earth:' Jer. 26:6. Now " as 
it seems evident" to my opponent, " that the phrase, ' all the 
nations of the earth, ^ must include the whole human family," 
he nmust admit that God threatened to make the city of Je- 
rusalem a curse to all the human race. * Then shall all the 
tribes of the earth mourn:' Matt. 24:30. 'All kindreds of 
the earth shall wail because of him:' Rev. 1:7. These 
texts prove as conclusively that God's threatenings are ' ab- 
solutely universal,' as those quoted for that purpose, prove 
that His* promises are so. Therefore it is as evident that all 
men will wail because of Christ in the immortal state, as it 
is that they will be blessed in him there. The congregation 
can now clearly see the absurdity of my opponent's reason- 
ing on the promises o£ God. The text V\ft c^mqX^'^ ^t«^ ^'^- 
latians, to answer his purpose, sbLOuldxeBid, kTk^,\>Ckft.^^'tY^'^\«^'^^ 
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foreseeing that God would render all mea Holy and happjr 
hereafter, preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying,. 
In thee shall all nations be blessed, Ssc. To < justify the hea- 
then through faith,' is one tidng, and to make all men fi'nally^ 
holy and happy, is anothel%. TTherefore Paul uses Gal. 3:8;. 
in a sense very different from tfiat in which you have heard 
it used this evening. The term 'heathen'" in this text, seems 
to be synonymous with * all nations.' But they are to be jus- 
tified * through faith,' that is conditionally. The passage is 
therefore against my opponent's views; for he does not be- 
lieve that • the blessings of life and immortality' are * in any 
sense conditional.' As I fu*mly believe the promise to Abra- 
ham will be fulfilled at the time when ' the earth shall be full 
of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea,' 
Tsa. 11 :9^ as I feave shown the fallacy of the argument for 
the ' absolute universality' of the Abrahamic promise, and asr 
I do not believe * that the gospel is a system of temporal bless- 
ings merely,' I need not reply to what has been said on thiff 
score. I will, however, show that Heb. 11 :39:40, is unfortu- 
nately quoted on this subject. According to the use which has- 
been made of this text, the * worthies' here mentioned went to 
heaven, without being blessed in Christ. For if the prom- 
ise to Abraham relates to ' life and immortality' in the future 
state, then it absolutely follows, either that those worthies 
have received that blessing,, or else they have gone to heav- 
en, or into unconsciousness, without receiving it. Therefore> 
unless my opponent believes in the 'sleepy doctrine,' or in 
Restorationism, he must see, that, according? to his own views, 
the corrupt anti-deluvians, the Ficentious Sodomites, and aU 
^"ho have ever lived and died in the most heinous sins, have 
gone to heaven, where, with the ancient worthies, and all 
who have died in the Lord, they must wait to the end of time, 
for Mife and immortality;' or, in other words, for the fulfill- 
ment of the Abrahamic promise. ' I shall wait to see how he 
wiU clear himself from this absurdity. 

That the promise not received by those who * died in faith,* 
relates to nothing after death, is evident — 1. From the fact 
that ' some better thing* than those ancient saints received, 
was provided for the apostle and his brethren. Hence, un- 
less there is something better than ' life and immortality,* 
this promise^ or some better thing, was enjoyed in time. 2. 
Those who lived to see Christ, received something much bet- 
ter than those who desired to see him, but died without the 
sight. See Matt. 13:17. Thus it is seen that Paul and the 
believers of his day, had received the promise in the coming 
of the long desired Messiah; and that any better thing than 
this, not tlM9 received by God's ancient servants, was pro- 
vided for Paul (Mr any one else, cannot be sustained, either by 
the Bible or reason. 
The ^ high authority^ he quotes agaVnsit X)^^ <iCkwflA\\oTwlitY 
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of the promfee'to Abraham, consisting ctf extracts from my 
sermon on Isa. 25:8, comes from the reasoning of universal- 
ists against the future reference of texts which relate to pun- 
ishment. Therefore, as ^ they must Qot now be allowed to .. 
back out oP their /position,* ami .'ff they' *are willing to 
abide by' their *own propositioiis,* Isa. 25:8, one of their 
strongest texts in the Old. JTestament, is. effectually taken 
from their hands. 

But as it has not been proved that the blessing promised to 
the patriarchs, is to be received in the immortal state; and as 
I have never argued that this promise is wholly conditional^ 
all that was said on this part of the subject is as much out of 
place as were the arguments against the gospel being * a sys- 
tem of temporal blessings merely.' I firmly believe that mar 
ny blessings of a religious nature are unconditionally enjoy- 
ed wherever the gospel is preached. It should be remember- 
ed that when the promise was made. Idolatry pervaded the 
world. Therefore, as the gospel is to remove every system 
of image-worship, with all its heavy curses, the promise may 
be unconditionally fulfilled in time. The text in * 2 Cor.l: 
20,' affords as much proof of this view of the subject, as it 
does of the view of my opponent. He has arpied that ' this 
promise is' not * in any sense conditional,' and I have admit- 
ted that there is a sense in which it is unconditionally to be 
fulfilled in time. But that it is unconditional as far as the 
personal holiness and happiness of one of the human family is 
concerned, I utterly deny. Paul says, in reference to this very 
promise, * so then they which be of faith are blessed with 
faithful Abraham. That the promise by faith of Jesus Christ 
might be given to them that believe, — followers of t)iem whq^ 
through faith and patience inherit the promises. And so af-^ 
ter he had patiently endured, he obtained the promise. See 
Gal. 3:8, 9, 22. Heb. 6:12,15. Here faith, patience, and 
endurance, are named as conditions on which tne promise is 
received ! What now becomes of the assertion that * this 
promise is' not ^ in any sense conditional?' I think I have 
now fully answered all the arguments for the final holiness 
and happiness of all men, founded on this promise. I will 
however, offer some further reasons against my opponent's 
views of this subject. 

1. There is not one word said in any place where this 
promise is named, about a future state. And surely univer- 
saljsts, who have so oflen denied the future reference of texts 
which speak of punishment, on the ground of their not speak- 
ing of the immortal state of being, ought to feel the force of 
this statement. 

2. If Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob knew any thing about the 
holiness and happiness of all men, hereafter, it is strange they 
never name it. If this hope was entertained by them, ' why 
was it not expressed ?' What uuWeT&aWsX <iwibjas^^\: ^iss«^ 

5 
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auestion without refuting an oil repeated objection against 
future punishment? la the days of the ancient worthies, 
men had their hopes and fears as they have now: they also 
lived and died as men do now. But oo where do we find 
that they ever name universal future salvation, or even hint 
at that doctrine. 

Quoting from A. C. Thomas, varying a few words so as 
to meet the case before us, * I ask my opponent to quote a 
single passage from all that was communicated to Moses at 
Horeb, in which any thing like the final holiness and happi- 
ness of all men is so much as clearly intimated.' Theo. 
Dis. p. 55. 

3. Nor is there a particle of proof in the Old Testament 
that they believed in the resurrection of the dead. There is 
nothing more said about this, than there is about the final ho- 
liness and happiness of all men, or the doctrines of transmit 
gration, annihilation, or eternal damnation. And as univer* 
salists reject this last named doctrine because it is not named 
in the Old Testament, I shall reject the doctrine of the res- 
urrection on the ground that it is not named bv the patriarchs. 
' Isaac blessed Jacob and Esau concerning things to come:' 
Heb. 11:20. But he did not intimate to them that there 
would be a resurrection of the dead. ' Joseph, when he di- 
ed, made mention of the departing of the children of Israel; 
and gave commandment concerning his bones.' But he is as 
silent about a resurrection as Isaac is. And indeed the Old 
Testament nowhere mentions the resurrection of all man- 
kind in the immortal state. It now remains for my oppo- 
nent either to prove that this doctrine was believed by the pa- 
triarr.hs, or abandon the Abrahamic promise. 

4. An attempt has been made to prove from the New Tes- 
tament, that this promise refers to the future resurrection. 
But this is unfortunate for my opponent, as Messfs. Walter 
Balfour and A. C. Thomas have aecided that the meaninr df 
the New Testament is to be ascertained by the Old. ^vhy 
then docs he attempt to learn the meaning of the Old Testa^ 
ment from the New? Does he know better how to learn the 
meaning of the Old Testament than Dr. Campbell, Mr. Bal- 
four, and Mr. Thomas do ? 

5. If the doctrine of the resurrection was known to the 
Old Testament saints, then, according to universalist reason- 
ing against future punishment, it is not true that Christ 
brougnt life and immortality to light through the gospel. 
See. 2 Tim. 1:10. 

These five arguments, based mostly on universalist reason- 
ing, show that my opponent has yet much to do before he 
can make out his case. 

6. He assumes that this promise is to be fulfilled in the im- 
mortal state. But what saith the word of God. * And we 

declare unto yon glad tidings, how that the promise which was 
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made unto the fathers, God hath fulfilled the same unto us their 
children, in that he hath raised up Jesus.again.^ Actsl3:32y 
SS. Paul declares that God hath ruLriLLED the 'promis^ 
made to the fathers^ in raising up Jesus from the deaa. God 
hath fulfilled this promise^^sayi Paul— He hath not, saith my 
opponent. The foregoing considerations show that the Abra- 
hamic promise affords not 9 particle of proof of the final ho- 
liness and happiness of all men. 

SIXTH AND SEVENTH EVENINGS. 

]yir. B.'s rejoinder: — 

Mjr brother H. has argued that the ancient worthies knew 
nothmg of the doctrine of the resurrection. To this I reply 
by quoting Luke 20:37. « Now that the dead are raised, even 
^ Moses showed at the* bush, when he calleththe Lord the God 
, , of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.' 
This text shows that the doctrine of the resurrection is taught 
in the Old Testament.* 

I am sincerely obliged to him for bringing for ward that pas- 
sage in Acts xiii.; for if any thing was wanting to complete 
the argument from the promises, he has certainly supplied 
the last link in the chain. He says that the promise to Abra- 
ham, according to the apostle, was fulfilled in the resurrec- 
tion of Christ. Granted. But how let me ask, were " all 
the nations, families, and kindreds of the earth" blessed in 
the resurrection of Christ.^ Paul shall answer — see 1 Cor. 
15:20-— 22, and 42, 43. " But now is Christ risen from the 
dead, and become the first fruits of them that slept* For 
since by luaa came deatK^by man came also the resurrection 
of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall 
aU be made alive." " So also is the resurrection of the dead. 
It is sown in corruption; it is raised in incorruption : it is 
•sown in dishonor; it is raised in glory : it is sown in weak- 
ness; it is raised in power.** ff to be made alive " in Christ,*' 
in-" incorruption," " power,** and " glory," be not final ho- 
liness and happiness,, then it is difiicult to find language to 
denote such a state* I desire no better portion for myself — 
I can ask nothing better for my fellow men, than that we 
should be raised at last in the condition described by the apos- 
tle. I am content to rest the argument here. 

Mr. H.'s replication: — 

1. In Luke 13:28, Christ says, ^ye shall see Abraham, and 
Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets in the kingdom of God, 
and you yourselves thrust out.' Now when my opponent 

• 
* Luke 20:37 and Mr. B.'s remarks on it, are left out of the universalist 
report of his part of the discussioD; but they are inserted above, as near 
Terbatira as I can recollect them. His arguments and my replies for one 
evening, and his denial of the future reference of John 5:29, and Heb. 6:2, 
are also omitted. The reader roust conjecture the cause of these omis- 
sions.. ^^^^- 



can show how the Jews saw the patriarchs and prophets this 
side of the immortal state, I can show that those worthies 
may exist in some sense, while their existence affords no 
proof of a resurrection in that state. Therefore Luke 30:87, 
affords no greater evidence of a fbturb raising of the dead, 
than:tbe text I have just qvoted does of the Jews seeing 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of God, out of 
which they shall be thrust, in the future world, 

2. He has taken the position that all mankind are to be 
made holy and happy in the resurrection, at which time the 
Abrahamic promise is to be fulfilled. Hence Eph. 1:10 
should read, « That In the dispensation of the fullness of times. 
He might raise from the dead all things in Christ, both whiclf 
are in heaven, and which are on earth, even in him'll Col. 1: 
20 should stand, « By him to raise all things from the dead to 
himself: by him I say, whether they be things in earth or 
things in heaven.» 1 Tim. 2:4 should read, « who will have 
all men to be raised from the dead, and to come unto the 
knowledge of the truth.' Chapter 4, verse 10, ought to stand, 
— 'God, who will raise all men from the dead, specially those 
that believe' ! ! I now deny that the wicked are to be made 
holy and happy at the resurrection. This point must be 
proved before the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians, or any 
other text, can be made to prove the future reference of the 
Abrahamic promise. It is now seen that the arguments on 
this subject, which I presented last evening, remain wholly 
unanswered, 

S. The orgninent for the final holiness and happiness of 
all men, now rests on ' 1 Cor. 15:20—22, and 42, 43.' B v ' 
these texts my opponent attempts to prove that God will 
again fulfill the promise to Abraham by saving all men at the 
resurrection, notwithstanding he had fulfilled it to Paul and 
the Christians of his day, by raising up Christ from the dead^ 
I mi^ht set this argument aside b^ stating that Paul means 
nothing more than tnat mankind will be raised by Christ, &c. 
The audience will see that the apostle omits the phrase holy 
and happy, which is the very language he ought to use to 

Srove that the wicked will be raised in a state of felicity, 
lut I need not dwell here, for in my first reply last evening^ 
my arguments left a part of mankind in the lake of fire with 
death, the last enemy, afler the resurrection. I also show- 
ed that after the destruction of the devil, his works, and 
hades, and after the dead are raised, there will be an eternal 
judgment. It was also shown that Paul in writing the fif* 
teenth chapter of X Corinthians^ did not intend to teach uni- 
▼ersalism. There has been no attempt to answer one of 
these arguments. Let' it be understood that they must be 
disposed of before the passages on which my opponent now 
rests his argument, can give his cause the least support. He^has, 
to be sure attempted to evade the fore© o£pwXQ£x.\x^\xv\i^ ^vi^- 
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iug the future reference of the resurrection to damuation, 
anil the eternal judgment.* But I will meet him here hy de- 
nying the future reference of the 15th chapter of 1 Corin- 
thians. He should know that I have as much right to this 
course as he has. JVf r. Whittemore calls this chapter the 
Magna Charta, or great charter of universalism, and my op- 
ponent rests his argument for the final holiness and happi- 
ness of alLmen on some passages in it. If it does unques- 
tionably prove this doctrine, its future reference can easily 
be shown. The question before us does not require me to 
prove a future eternal judgment; but it does require him to 
prove that there will be a general resurrection; and this he 
must do or give up the Abrahamic promise, for he asserts 
that it will be fulfilled at that event. Now let him go to the 
Old Testament and show, if he can, that the resurrection of 
all mankind to a holy and happy state, is taught there. If he 
has read Mr. Balfour's Inquiries into the scriptural import of 
the words rendered hell, and devil; or if he recollects Mr. 
Whittemore's arguments on John 5:28, 29, and Heb. 6:2, 
he will dread his task. When he makes it appear that the 
resurrection named in these texts belongs to this state, I will 
prove by arguments equally as conclusive, that the resurrec- 
tion in 1 Cor. 15th chapter, is not now future in its reference; 
for I am told that the word rendered resurrection in this 
chapter is the same as that in John and Hebrews. I now 
call on him to come up to this work, as a failure to prove 
that the resurrection in Corinthians refers to the immortal 
state will ruin his cause. f I will here remark, that I have 
freely quoted universalist authors in this discussion, because 
the advocates of universalism have made so many converts 
by quoting orthodox authors. I wish also to show this audi- 
ence, particularly universalists, that this course carried out, 
inevitably leads to the doctrine of no future existence. I do 
not charge my opponent with this belief; but I must say in 
all sincerity, that universalist arguments against a future hell, 
when applied to salvation, heaven, and the resurrection, show 
as conclusively that man will not exist hereafter as they do 
tbatnone will suffer after the resurrection. Perhaps some may 
think this course will tend to make some believe that there is 

* This dcDial, as I have previously said, is left out of the universalist 
report of the discussion. 

t Instead of^attendine to my request, Mr. B. inquired whether I would 
concede the argument if he would prove that the passages in John 6;28, 29, 
and Heb, 6;2, do not refer to a future state, by arguments that will not as 
conclusively prove that 1 Cor. 15 does npt refer to a future state. As I 
then erroneously supposed that this issue would allow me to say all I 
wished to against the future reference of this chapter, I consented for him 
to take it. lie probably took this advantage of my misapprehension be- 
cause he saw that he could not attend to my request without meeting ar- 
guments similar to those used by universalists to prove that there is no 
future punishment. This shows that his caus^ -w^a tyw^V^ss . 
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no hereafter. None, bowever, will be led to this conclusion 
but such as think that the reasoning of univcrsalists against 
an eternal hell, and eternal jud^ent, is correct. And 
how thejr can ayoid seeing that universalism tends to 
the doctrine of no existence beyond death, is strange to 
me. As the phrase, final holiness and happiness of ail men, 
80 often used by universalists, is not once named in the Bible, 
it is not strange that their highly sectarian and extremely big- 
oted writings make more converts to universalism than the 
writings of Christ and the apostles do. How many who had 
read the Bible for years, witnout once thinking it taught that 
doctrine, have become universalists by reading Ballou's Notes 
on the Parables, Balfour's Inquiries, Whittemore's Notes 
and Illustrations of the Parables, the Trumpet, the Lowell 
Tracts, or some kindred productions. This shows that their 
faith standi, not in the power of God, but in the wisdom of 
men. 

Mr. B.'s reply: — 

I take the issue presented by brother H.; and, that there be 
no mistake in regard to his proposition, I will repeat it. (The 
proposition was repeated, and Eld. H. signified that it was 
correct.) Let it be distinctly understood, thenythat if I prove 
that the passages in John 5:28, S9, and Heb. vi., do not refer 
to the future state, by arguments that will not as conclusive- 
ly prove that 1 Cor. xv. does not refer to a future state, broth- 
er U. is bound to concede the argument. I submit the fol- 
lowing, then, as proof that the resurrection spoken of in 
John 5 :29 does not refer to the future state : — 

1. Our Savior declared in the immediate -context, "The 
hour is coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the 
voice of the Son of God, and they that hear shall live." It 
is not universalists only, but Christ himself, that limits the 
resurrection to the present state, and the past tense. But 
where do we find this said of the resurrection spoken of in 1 
Cor. XV. ? 

S. The passage in John does not refer to the resurrection 
of all men. It speaks only of those that are in their craves,-*' 
and " that have done good" or " evil." But multitudes have 
been burnt, and their ashes scattered to the winds — multi- 
tudes of others have been devoured by wild beasts and canni- 
iMtls, and perished in various ways, so as not properly to be 
^^ in their graves," and consequently are not included in this 
resurrection. Multitudes, such as infants and idiots, have 
done neither good nor evil, and consequently are not inclu- 
ded in the text; so that it falls far short of a universal, or 
even a general resurrection. But can this be said of 1 Cor. 
zv., which declares that " As in Adam all die, even so in 
Christ shall all be made alive"? ' 

3, To construe this passage in John to telate to the final 
resurrection of all mankind, wou\d be to i^\«a« \\. Vdl direct 
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oppositioQ to what is taught in Luke S0£36-*38. It has al- 
ready been shown, in the argument on that passage, that alf 
are to be raised " equal unto the an^ui of God in heaven." 
To be in a state of damnation is, agreeable to the popular 
understanding of that phrase^ to be in a state of wickedness, 
and indescribable 'wretchedn.dss. But is such the condition 
of angels, or any part of the angels of God in heaven ? If 
not, and I trust my brother will not pretend that it is, then is 
his construction of the passage in John placed in a direct op- 
position to the worijs or our Savior, referred to in Luke. But 
can this be said of 1 Cor. xv., which declared, " So also is 
the resurrection from the dead," &c. ? I might add other 
reasons why John 5:28,29, does not refer to the future state, 
but these I deem sufficient. It will be borne in mind that it 
is not my !»usiness, according to his proposition, to explain 
the passage, but only to show that it does not refer to the fu- 
ture state. And now I claim that he is bound to show that 
the several reasons that I have given why the passage in 
John does not refer to the future state, apply equally to the 
resurrection spoken of in Cor. or yield the argument. 

As to the passage in Heb. 6:2, the following considera- 
tions may be urged as a reason why it cannot refer to the fu- 
ture state. It may well be doubted whether the principles 
of proper Christianity are at all in the passages, and for rea- 
sons which will be obvious from reading it in its {)roper con- 
nection, as follows: "Therefore, leaving the principles of 
the doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not lay- 
ing a^ain the foundation of repentance from dead works, and 
of faith towards God, of the doctrine of ba])tism, and of lay- 
ing on of hands* and eternal judgment, and this will we do if 
God permit." Now is it probable that the apostle would 
exhort believers to leave the genuine principles and doctrines 
of Christianity in order to go on unto perfection ? We think 
not. We think they would rather adhere to such principles. 
The probability is, therefore, that the several doctrines nere 
enumerated were certain tenets of the Judaizing Christians, 
that were not essential to Christianity, and they were to leave 
them in order to become perfect in the Christian faith. But 
my brother H. instead or heeding the apostolic exhortation 
to leave these doctrines, seems determined to stick to them, 
Judaism and all. 

it may be observed, also, that this is the only place in the 
scriptures where an eternal judgment is spoken of. The 
general judgment commonly believed in by professing Chris- 
tians, is to occupy but a limited space in duration, and to be 
succeeded by retribution. But it will be perceived at once, 

* By whom the phrase ' resurrection of the dead,' was here Icfl out, and 
whether the omissibn was inadvertent or intentional, I cannot say. It is 
a singular instance of sheer carelessness or deliberate wickedness. 
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that an eterwil jmi '■ujv.ji! is •• ite a different affair; and if this 
eternal judgment is '?> fiUxud ::. ^>lace of the commonly talked 
of general judeui^'ii. - tlioj eii'l^ets misery must be a fable^ 
for there certainly caiinot i-f spti . i ^ft, after an eternal judg- 
ment, to inflict it. 

Pierce, an eminent pMrt»;ii:n ;• ytnint-^ntator, concludes a 
somewhat lengthy ex posi I inf] of i'bifi pasTiiige thus — I think, 
therefore, that the words iiiu lo be uuiJer.-tood in a very dif- 
ferent manner, and krima In/re scoms to me to be put for 
temporal judgments. Thus the word is used I Pet. 4:17, 
The time is come that judgment mtbst beifin at the house of 
God, where the context will not suffer us t-^ t.ike it in any 
other sense j Comp. ver. 16, 18, 19. So ai^'au) 1 Cor. 11:29, 
He that eateth and drinketh unworthily, tatelh and drinketh 
judgment to himself, not discerning the Lord's f>9dy. What 
this judgment was appears from the next verse — For this 
cause many are weak and sickly among you^ f^nd many shop. 
See also verse 34. The word aionios, which we liave reudnr- 
ed eternaZ, I take to respect not the time to come, bnt^the 
time past, and to signify ancient or past long ago. That the 
word is thus used without any respect to eternity, ne may 
see, Rom. 16:25, 2 Tim. 1:9, Tit. 1:2. See also these pfa- 
ces in the LXX, Psalm 77:5. Prov. 22:28. Jer. 18:15. Ezeic. 
36:2. According to this account of the words, we may corj- 
sider the Jewish religion as established by the ancient f»i;- 
tremendous judgments of the execution of which the book* 
of Moses give an account — such as the deluge, the destrirc- 
tion of Sodom ami Gomorrah, and more especially the drown- 
ing of Pharaoh and his host in the Red Sea^and perhaps the 
judgments of God upon the Israelites in the wilderness for 
their impenitence and unbelief. (See Paige's selections, p. 
253.) 

I now call on my brother to apply the reasons for not re- 
ferring these passages to the future state, to the resurrection 
spoken of in Corinthians, or redeem his pledge, by conced- 
ing that I have established the affirmative of the question. 

Reply of Mr. H. 

If the arguments we have just heard against the future ref- 
erence of John 5:28, 29, and Heb. 6:2, are conclusive, they 
go far towards confining the resurrection mentioned in 1 Cor. 
15th chapter, to this state; for, as I have already said, in the 
original the word rendered resurrection is of the same im- 
port in all these places. But before I attend to this matter, I 
will show that the reasoning you have just heard is not cor- 
rect. That the resurrection to damnation mentioned in John 
5:29, belongs to the future state the following arguments will 
show. 

1. In verse 25, our Lord assured his hearers that even 

then the dead should hear his voice and live, which it seems 

caused them to wonder. But in verses 28, 29, he told them 
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la su'bstanc&, not to marvel at wOaTue^d last said, for jthe 
time was coming when he would raiveUhd^ad and judge 
them. Whether verse ^ refei^ tqjihie miilraally dead who 
"were about to hear and believe Chnt^ j^icllriDe, or to some 
"who were about to be litevafly raised frotb the dead, as the 
widow's soDj is of no consequenee. In either case the view 
f have given of the Savloi^ meaning, avoids the repetition 
which the universalist view of this subject puts into his ad- 
dress. The assertion that -^ muUitudes,'' including -^ infants 
^md idiots,' are -^ net included in the text,^ is mere asseirtion, 
«nd therefore it proves nothing. I shall soon show that the 
ascension of the saints to heaven is ' not included in the^ ac- 
count of the resurrection in the i5th of 1 Cor.,; and also that 
this omission proves that that resurrection islimiiled -'to the 
present state, and the past tense.' And when my opponent 
proves by John 5:28, i29, that multitudes are not included in 
the resurrection there named, I will prove from 1 Cor- 15, 
that those who are included in that account of the resurrec- 
tion, will not ascend to heaven. 

As it has already been -shown in reply to the argument on 
Luke 20:36 — 88, that to be * equal to the angefls of tSod in 
heaven,' signifies only that those who will be raised from the 
dead cannot die any more, the remarks on this score need no 
Teply^ 

2." That John 5:28, 29, and Heb. B:2, are now future in 
their reference, we learn from Acts 24:15, where Paul says 
he has hope towards God, that is confidence in Him, that 
4here shall be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just 
and unjust, whi^, he^ asserts, the Phariseoft allowed, that is 
admitted. As Mr. Balfour owns, 2d Inq. pp. 88, 89, that 
the Jews in our Lord's day, believed that butiew would 
.be saved, it .follows, as they admitted the resurrection in 
which Paul had confidence, that he believed the unjust 
would be raised In an unholy state hereaflen The fact that 
* infants and idiots' are never called either just or unjust in 
the Bible, goes as far to prove that they are left out of this 
resurrection, as my opponent's assertion does to provfi that 
they are left out of the resurrection in John .5:29. 

8. His own reasoning shows that this text refers to the fu- 
ture state. He contends that the spirituaUy dead, and a spir- 
itual resurrection only, are here intended. Tiie learned 
Whitby, who is often quoted by universalists, lias shown that 
all who are in a slate of sin, * particularly' the ' heathens,' 
•are considered as dead and in their graves in the sense of this 
passage. See Paige^s Selections, pp. l??, 178. Ithascd^o 
been said in this discussion, that ^ all dont mean part,''* that 
^ every creature,' and ^ all nations,' &c. are ' universal' in 
iheir meaning. Admitting the correctness of this reasoning, 

* This statement Mr. B. made in one of (his AW^\xyfi,\s.\& \ \»X Si. '«'«> * 
^H^ut ,whea ,the argument J^as published. 



it follows that the multitudes of dead fiavat^ wbo do not 
hear the voice of the Savior and coineVorth from their spir- 
itual graves to the resurrection of damnation in time^ will 
inevitably come forth to this condemnation in the immortal 
state 1! f < The only alternative that is lefl is to' admit this, 
or < to conclude that' Christ < uttered a falsehood.' Where 
now is the assertion that ' Tt is not universalists only, but 
Christ himself,, that limits the resurrectiou Qn John 5:S8, 39] 
to the present state, and the past tense'? 

4. ' As it respects the passage in Heb. 6:2,' the remarks in 
relation to ' the principles of proper Christianity' may pass 
for what they are worth, as they nave nothing to do with the 
doctrine of eternal judgment, which Paul places after the 
^resurrection of the dead.' 

5. in relation to the argument against a future eternal 
judgment, it is enough to reply, If his views are ' to stand in 
the place of the commonly talked of^ final holiness and hap- 
]>iness of all men, then unlversallsm ' must fte a fable; for 
there certainly cannot be space left, after' ' eternaF damna- 
tion,' to save those who sufier itf The text, however, means 
that the decision of the Judge will be eternal, and not that 
He will be forever making that decision. 

6. The solitary opinion of Mr. Pierce against the views of 
the almost entire christian world, respecting the meaning of 
a text so obviously future in its reference, needs not to be 
noticed. .> 

I now proceed to show, by arguments which are as con- * 
elusive as those used by universalists to limit texts relating 
to punishment wholly to this life,, that \ Cor»xv., on< whien 
my opponent's cause now depends, has no reference to an 
immortal resurrection. 

1. It has already been shown by universalist reasoning, in 
reply to the arguments on Luke 20:34 — 36, that the word 
rendered resurrection, does not necessarily mean a literal' 
rising from the dead.. As far then as the meaning of the 
wora is concerned, there is nothing in this chapter to prove a 
literal resurrection of any part of mankind. 

2. My opponent has jjust made it appear in his way, that 
the resurrection in John and Hebrews, is in ' the present state, 
and the past tense/ Then ^ to construe the passages in' 1 
Cor. XV., ^to relate to the final resurrection of all mankind, 
would be to place' them ' in direct opposition to what is taught 
in' John 5:28, 29, and Heb. 6:2. 

3. He has argued that the resurrection of the dead, named 
in Heb. 6:2, is not a principle * of proper Christianity.'" 
Why then should he *stick to' this tenet 'orthe Judaizing Chris- 
tians' at all.^ If punishment was named in connection with 
the resurrection in 1 Cor., he could limit the whole chapter 
to this life as easily as he now does all those texts which 
speak of mxserY at the resurrection.. When he shows haw 






ALL the spiritually d^ad hear Christ's voice uad coim forth 
in this life, I will show how ALL that die in jftam are made 
alive in him, in this state. . , v 

4. I have showa already iir this discas^Diij that the Old 
Testament saints. knew. nothing of the' resurrection of all 
men to a state of holiness and happiness. And this goes as 
far to prove that there is no future resurrection, as their ig« 
norance of future punishment goes to prove that there is no 
future misery. 

5. The Old Testament usage of the resurrection shows 
that 1 Cor. xv., relates only to this life; for that book says 
no more about a general resurrection in the immortal state 
than it does about a general judgment after the resurrection. 
Mr. Balfour, 1st Inq. pp. 114, 115, admits that it is from ^the 
Old Testament' " that toe miist learn, both what the principal 
facts, customs', doctrines, and precepts are, that are alludea to 
in the apostolical writings, and what is the proper signiHca^ 
Hon and extent of the expressions used."^—^ Let us then have 
recourse to the Old Testament, to learn the signification and 
extent of Gehenna in the New.' According to this sentiment, 
which Mr. B. takes from Dr. Ganipbell, and which is avow- 
ed by Mr. A. G. Thomas, Theo. Dis. pp. 132, 133, 179, 180, 
181, 182, it must be made evident that the future resurrec- 
tion of all mankind is a * doctrine' of the Old Testament, 

^before 1 Cor. xv. can be made to support such a senti- 

itaent.* 

^ 6. The doctrine of a general resurrection is not taught in 
the book of Job, which Mr. Balfour says, 1st Inq. p. 340, * is 

, the oldest book in the world.' True Job says something 
about his Redeemer being alive, about seeing God in his 
flesh, &c. Chap. 19:25 — 27. But here is no intimation that 
any one besides himself would be interested in this matter. 
.And Dr. Kennicutt, who, Mr. Balfour says, was ^the great- 
est Hebrew scholar of his day,' has shown that Job had no 
reference to a future existence: but to the time when God, 
whom he afterward saw, (see Chap. 42:5,) would vindicate 
his cause, and redeem him from his troubles. See Dr. A. 
Clarke on Job. 19:25 — 2T, where he says, * Anv attempt to 
establish the true meaning of this passage is almost hope- 
less.' 

7. The texts in the prophets relating to a resurrection, are 
evidently figurative. See ban. 12:2, which comes nearer the 
description of a general resurrection than any other passage in 
the Old Testament, for example. If this text is figurative 
and belongs to this state, where can we find one in the law 
or the prophets, which denotes a general resurrection of ^e 
literally dead.^ 

* The reader who wishes to see a powerful universalist argument against 
a future judgment applied to the resurrection, may tunibwikVft^, ^^— "in ^1 
this work. 



9. JJt, Clarke says, oommeDt on John 1 1 :S4^ ' The JewisEr 
writing ufler the captivitv are full. of this doctrine, [the res- 
urrection of tho^'de^a.] See ^ Mace, 7:9/ &.c. According 
to Mr. Balfourls refwoning^ from pp. 8d to 93 of his 2d Jn^. 
this doctrine is tiot'taught in the inn:itings of- the Jews, but is 
a heathenish notion brcmght back from their captivity. Be- 
cause the doctrines of Evil spirits, Hell, tbat few should her 
saved. Immediate punishment after death, the Day of Judg- 
ment, the endless duration of future punii^hment, are taught 
in the Apocryphal writings of the Jews, Mr. B* infers that 
these tenets are all of heathen origin, and were adopted b^ 
the Jews during their captivity. Why did he not show his 
readers where tne general resurrection is taught in the Bible 
before the captivity, or else set this doctrine down as a hea^ 
then fable with other sentiments of this character? As he 
neglected to do this in his inquiry, I will do it here for 
him* 

9. It is now seen that this doctrine is not taught in the 
writings of the Old Testament. And Christ said nothing 
which implies a more general resurrection than his remarks 
in John 5:^, 29, intimate; but as they relate only to this 
state, it follows that he never taught that all mankind shall 
be raised in an immortal state.* 

10. Martha said that her brother would rise again in the 
resurrection at the last day. John 11:24. The Jews then 
believed the dead would be raised at the last day, at which 
time Christ said he would raise up, and also judge mankind. 
See John 6:39, 40, 44, 54; 12:43. These passages prove that 
the resurrection is not in the immortal state; for according 
to universal ism, there is no ' last day,' nor judgment there. 

11. In Paul's time, some said that the resurrection had 
passed already. See 2 Tim. 2:18. As this assertion over- 
threw * the faith of some,' it affords strong presumptive evi- 
dence that an immortal resurrection was not expected in the 
apostles' days. 

12. Paul wished to ' ATTAIN unto the resurrection of 
the dead.' Phil. 3:11. Who does not see the folly of making 
an effort to be literally raised from the dead ? This text 
shows that the apostle expected no such resurrection. 

13. He hoped for, that is expected or had confidence in, 

* Here, as near as lean recollect, the moderator decided that my argu- 
ments were not to the point; and, considering the use my opponent had 
made of the issue he had obtained from me, the decision was urobably 
correct. During my remarks at this time, I was often inlerrupted by Mr. 
B. on acconnt of which the moderator once called him to order, some 
hissed at him, and others leil the house. The next eTening I resumed my 
arguments in order, and finished what I had to say agamst the future 
reference of 1 Cor. xv. to which no reply was made. I hoped there 
would be a replj so that I mi^ht see how th^ reasoning I used against a 
future resurrection could be fairly met by universalists without overthrow- 
jog' some of their most conclusiYe argumeiiXs a^a\Q«l future punishment. 
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a resarrectiod of the de^dj both of thJB last and uDJust; a 
resurrection which the Pharisees also allowecT or admitted. 
Acts 34:15. But this cannot mean mankind universally; for 
infants and idiots, large portions of the hnttian race, are nev- 
er called just or unjust by the sacred writen. ' Farther; the 
Pharisees did not believe that the unjust would be raised in 
a holy state. TfaiB resurrection, then, is the same as the res- 
urrection to lifcs and the resurrection to damnation, named 
by our Lord in John 5:38, 39. Consequently it has nothing 
to do with a future state. 

14. At * the resurrection of the dead,^ described at lenffth 
in 1 Cor. 15, and on which my opponent's argument for ue 
final holiness and happiness of all men now wholly rests, 
Christ is to come. V. 33, they that are Christ's at his com- 
ing. To determine when this resurrection takes place, we 
must learn when Christ came. On this point the testimony 
of distinguished universalist authors is explicit. In remark- 
ing on 1 Thess. 1:6—10, Mr. A. C. Thomas says, <'The iimt 
specified by the apostle is, ' uhm he MhaU came;^ when the 
Lord Jesus shall be revetUed from heaven.' 1 have already 
shown when Jesus was to comey viz. before the close of the 
generation in which he lived* No doubt Paul's language 
when written, had a future reference— but I cannot allow 
vou to assume that it is yet future." See Theo. Dis. p. 83. 
The same author remarks^ " James, addressing the Christians 
aroonff the twelve tribes scattered abroad says, * Be patient, 

therefore) brethren) unto the coming of the Lord The 

earning of the Lord draweth ntgA,' James 5:7, 8." Vide 
Confutation of Miller's Theory, p. 18. Mr. Whittemore 
testifies, Univ. Guide, p. 135, '< Here [Mat. 16:38] it is evi- 
dent, beyond possibility of mistake, that the coming of the 
Son of man was to take place during the natural lives of some 
of those who stood near him, at the time he uttered these 
words»" According to these testimonies, the * comiitg' of 
Christ drew nigh in James's dav, and he came before the 
close of the generation in which he lived; therefore we 
mav now sav in truth, The resurrection is passed already, 
and those who ' assume that it is yet future' should be classed 
with those bigots and fanatics who ignorantly suppose the 
conung of Christ relates to a day of future judgment. 

15. At the resurrection under consideration, the end is to 
come. Verse 34, Then cometh the end. I will now show 
you that the end came nearly 3000 years ago. Peter declar- 
ed in his day, The end of all things is at hand, 1 Pet. 4:7. 
As the end named in Cor. must be the end of some things 
it foUows from Peter's testimony, that that end was at hand 
in bis day. It could not therefore have reference to a resur- 
rection yet to take place in the immortal state. He that shaJl 
endure unto the end, the same shall be saved-^Thea «lbk»!\ 
the end come. Mat. 34:13, 14. Ou thia \a«X XaicX ^^ftx^^^S^i^ 
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four remarks, 9d Inq. p. 818, * What end should come? Er- 
iJently the end of tne Jewish age^. verse 3, which took place 
about forty yean after our Iiord delivered this discourse.' 
Mr. Thomas aaysi Theo. Dis. p. 148, < Who can avoid per- 
ceiving that all these things, including the end spoken of^ 
were to transpire at the destruction of Jerusalemr' Thus 
the Savior, Peter, and Messrs. Balfour and Thonuuij two 
eminent universalist ministers^ unitedly testify that the eni 
came long ago; and consequently the resurrection with whick 
it is connected, ' is not an event now future.* 

16. Some to whom the apostle wrote were to be alive at 
the resurrection. See verses 51, 53, and 1 Thess. 4:15. WE 
shall not all sleep, but we shall be changed — WE which are 
alive and remain unto the coming of the Lord,'&c. James, 
as I have already stated, asserted in his day, that the coming 
of the Lord drew ni^h, and Paul here talks of being alive 
and remaining unto mat coming. This proves aa positively 
that the resurrection took place centuries ago, as what our 
Savior says in Mat. 16:27, 38, proves that the judgment nam- 
ed in chap, zxv. verses 81—46, occured at the destruction of 
Jerusalem. 

17. At this resurrection the trum|)et sonnds. Verse 58. 
At the last trump; for the trumpet shall sound. Bv refer- 
ence to Mat. 34:81, we learn that this took place at the com- 
ing of the Son of man to destroy Jerusalem. 

18. It is not said here that those who are raised are to go 
into heaven. This omission proves as conclusiveljr that an 
immortal resurrection is not intended, as the omission to 
mention the unholy resurrection of the wicked proves that 
they will be raised holy and happy, although this doctrine is 
not asserted in the Bible. 

19. At the resurrection before us, death and hades are 
destroyed. Verses 54, 55. Death is swallowed up in victo- 
ry. O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy vic- 
tory? By reference to Rev. 30:3 — 15, we learn that, at a 

' GENERAL RESURRECTION there jsamcd, the dead were judged, 
and death and hades were cast into the lake of fire. But that 
this has no reference to a future state, we learn from the fact 
that some of the human race were cast into this lake with 
them. Now till it is shown that the death and hades in 
Rev. are distinct from those in Cor., it follows unavoidably 
that the resurrection described by Paul took place long ago, 
death lost its stins long since, and the grave or hades was 
despoiled of its victory centuries before we had our being. 

Although I called on my opponent to prove the future ref- 
erence of^' 1 Cor. XV.' and told him it would ruin his cause 
to neglect this matter, he has pauA no a.ueut\oTk to it. As the 
eaae now stands the foundation on w\uc\\\i«>Q^9»^ \v\^ ^x^gaL- 
Joent is entirely destroyed, and thus x\ie tv^^xan^ ^^ \V«i o^^ 
tioa under diacuasion is proved. lx\» ^^^ ^^^^ td»»v^^%\.%X«3i 
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aniversalism is not true, but that the safnpkliid of arguments 

"which are constantly used to prove thijt doctrine, prove with 
equal conchisiveness that there is no Ibture resurrection — ^no 
future existence. Thus, in attempting t6:tliBar himself from 
John 5:28, 29, &c. by denying the future Mference of these 
texts, and then resting his argument on 1 Cor. xv., he has ef- 
fectually opened the way for me to show the doctrinal ten- 
dency of universalism, a work which I hoped to be able to 
do when I accepted his challenge. I now solemnly ask this 
audience, Who will risk their own eternal interests, or feel 
easy to see their friends risking theirs, on a doctrine not once 
named in the Bible, and which necessarily tends to the senti- 
ment that men will not exist hereafter? 

During the discussion our sympathies have been appealed 
to by the representation that some of our friends are proba- 
bly lost if universalism is not true. Remember, I beseech 
you, that believing this doctrine will not change the state of 
the dead. But, as joa have some influence, your believing 
it, and giving your influence in its favor, may induce some to 
neglect repentance; and should they die unreconciled to God 
— ^m their sins, you may fear after they are gone, that your 
course was one means of this dreadful result. There is an 
awful probability that universalism is not true; and as the 
impenitent wish to think that their sins will not be visited on 
them hereafter, and as many when dying have renounced 
this doctrine, there is great danger in resting our future hopes 
upon it. But there is not, there cannot be any danger in re- 
jecting it 

After a discussion of seven evenings, I have to inform you 
that not one text can be found which names the final holiness 
and happiness of all men. Hence, according to Mr. Balfour's 
remarks on ' an eternal hell,' which I quoted at the com- 
mencement of this debate, ^ such language is coined at the 
mint of modern divinity, and may be a very ^ood plan for in- 
creasing a sect, but this is a very diflerent thing from making 
men Christians.' 
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APPENDIX. 



The arguments on both sides of the c^uestion were brieflv 
recapitulated at the close of the discussion. But as Mr. B. 
did not publish his recapitulation, I have omitted mine. The 
moderator, is entitled to many thanks for the able and impar- 
tial manner in which he presided during the debate, and the 
large audience for their decorum, candor, and good atten- 
tion. 

In the Unirersalist Palladium of Nov. SO, 1841, it is as- 
serted that, as I failed ^ to say any thins, in fact, that related 
to the point at issue, it was concluded that no good could be 
answered by a farther continuance of the debate, under such 
circumstances. The moderator, therefore, assumed the re- 
sponsibility of declaring the debate at an end.' That the 
moderator closed the controversy for the cause here assirn- 
ed, any more than he did because Mr. B. who led in the ais- 
cussioD, failed to give any new light on * the point at issue,' I 
utterly deny, < ana challenge the proof.' As the arguments 
on both sides are now betore the public, the candid will de- 
cide whether there was any reason for closing the debate be- 
cause I was not able to meet the arguments of my opponent. 
The evening before the controversy was ended, he said it 
should go on till doom's day; and despite of what the mod- 
erator or any one else could have done to prevent it, accor- 
ding to the rules of discussion which Mr. B. wrote himself, 
the arguments might have been continued till that time, un- 
less either he or myself had signified a wish to proceed no 
farther! 

When I concluded to publish this pamphlet I designed to 
expose about one hundred misrepresentations and perver- 
sions which Messrs. Gibbs, Bulkeley, Williams, ^ Stevens, 
and Burr, have penned respecting myself and the discussion. 
The first of these gentlemen is editor of the Dover Gazette, 
and one of the principal supporters of the universalist Soci- 
ety in Dover. The others are universalist ministers. I also 
intended to give large specimens of the discourtesy and scur- 
rility of universalists. But as it is well known that most of 
those who oppose their doctrine, are sVandered^ ridiculed and 
coDtemnedf 1 bare concluded to om\Xt\wayfOT\L%x.Yw«woLV^& 
such conduct towards their opponeuU, ae^ini^ \.^\» >iaft \m»3^- 
«/ /ruJt of the seDtiment that a man cwmmjx cotdss«x w 
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enough to cause him any punishmont that will not be fbr his 
good. Mr fiallou says, Nine Sermons, p. 34^ 'Love to some 
and hatred to others^ is the peculiar character of all the doC" 
trines which the partial wisdom of men jias ever invented,^ 
This probably explains the cause of the f hatred' of univer- 
salists towards ' the orthodox^' and especially towards those 
who renounce universallsra. This disposition is so common 
and so obvious among them, that the ^ Old Colony Conference' 
of universalists have, for some cause, thought best to rebuke 
it in the following manner. 'Resolved, That the practice of 
praising indiscriminately all those who leave the ranks of our 
opponents, and come over to us, while they are with us — and 
censuring as indiscriminately those who happen to leave us, 
is, in our opinion, unwise, and ought to be immediately aban- 
doned.' See Trumpet of Dec. 5, 1840. As this sect seem 
to think that God has made them His favorites by revealing 
the truth to them, while He wills others to believe an ' awful,' 
a ' horrible,' * blasphemous,' lie, it is not strange tfeat they 
* love' those to whom He is so partial. Nor is it singular that 
they feel at liberty to abuse such as the counsel of His will 
dooms to the misfortune and dishonor of disbelieving His 
glorious truth. 

The sectarian deisperation of universalists, is manifest in 
the following extracts. " We have no doubt, should we find, 
' on arriving at our Father's house, that one child of the vast 
family of man is absent from the ' feast of immortal delights,' 
we should fly quickly back on the win^s of love, and seek 
and bring him up to the bright and shining courts of heaven, 
before we could join in that new sonjg, sung by the 144,000 
around th^ throne of God." See Trumpet of March 17, 
1838, last p. 

In the Universalist Palladium of July 17, 1841, «M. B.' 
supposed to be the universalist minister in Portsmouth, writes 
thus: ^ If it [endless misery] be true, (heaven pardon the 
blasphemy of the thought!) I wish not to know it now. Such 
knowledge cannot alter my condition for the better in this 
world or hereafler. It never could make me love mankind 
more; and as for its increasing my love or veneration for God, 
it certainly could not. If I must ever believe it, then, let the 
day be as far distant as possible. Let me live on in my pres- 
ent faith, trusting and happy, till the dread realities of eter- 
nity force the poisonous convictions upon me.' 

Look, reader, at the desperation of these men. They 
virtually declare that if God will not save all men they will 
— ^if their doctrine is false, the truth will do them no good, 
and they wish to ' believe a lie' as long as they can ! ! ! What 
hope is there of the conversion of such bigoted sectarlana^ 
and what will they not do to awippoiX xJttfevc <5.x^^^\ ^>aa 

can Yvooder at their naisrepresenXAng Wi^ ^«^«t««!^V?^^^c ^SU 
ponents? Who can refrain from g;ri^Vvck^Vi^'&^^»^ \a\nss^ 
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men setting under the ministry of such men? Who can be- 
Ueve what thev say when their peculiar sentiments are con- 
cerned, and who can expect fair and honorable treatment at 
their hands, when he. deals with them in matters relating to 
their sectarian interests? Let the. abuse I ha^e received 
from them, and shall still receive, let their numerous misrep- 
resentations, thirty one of which I have heretofore exposed, 
answer some of these questions. Let it also answer the 
q^uestion. Why do so many ministers refuse to hold discus- 
sions with universalists? Since the above was written, one 
of the editors of the Universalist Palladium, has written sev- 
eral contemptuous articles against my humble self, calling me 
a ^ blood hound,' saying that I have had a ring put upon my 
neck, commands me to ^ make' my ' bow, and speak out of 
the other side oP my * mouth,' &!c. This, ana much more 
eaually undignified, and unfentlemanly, seems to be the kind 
or intellectual food required by the taste of the Universalist 
community. Those vvho write in this style, have sunk them- 
selves into a state into which I have no disposition to de- 
scend. 1 therefore readily yield the palm to tnem, and shall 
make no attempt at replying to such scurrility. When I read 
from the pens of some of their most popular writers, such 
sentences as the following, viz. — * Gospel porringer,' a por- 
ringer in a state of collapse, brought on by a six week's dys- 
entery, that intolerable old porringer, and much more equal- 
a foolish, ludicrous, and nonsensical, I am astonished that 
ose who write in this manner, claim to be the ministers of 
Jesus Christ That his precepts and example countenance 
any thinir of this silly nature, no one will assert. The fact 
that sucn articles are often found in universalist papers, 
is an insult to the intelligence, the taste, and the piety of 
their readers; for their insertion implies that they approve 
of that which is opposed to the grave, the holy, and tne dig- 
nified style of Christ and the apostles. Who can believe 
that Paul and the other apostles would write such low and 
vulgar pieces for the press, were they now alive? It is hoped 
that these remarks will have a tendency to induce some who 
may read the writings of those implicated, to inquire, Can 
that be the religion of Christ whicn tolerates such levity, as- 

S3rsion, and abuse as are often seen in universalist papers? 
an such communications improve the minds or promote the 
morals of those who read them? Do they tend to promote 
the spirit of piety, benevolence, and good will among men ? 
It is desired that this subject may be attended to with an in- 
terest corresponding to its importance. Those who wish to 
tee the remarks on the ffospel |H>rringer, may read the Uni- 
Tersalist Palladium, Vol. 8. No. 34. 

As the printer informs me that more copy is needed in or- 
to inake out the last form of this ytot^) \\ift i^Ytfsway^ w- 
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tides are inserted, with a design to show the fallacy of the 
doctrine which virtually asserts that man cannot sin enough 
to endanger his immortal interests. It is well known that 
universalists are almost constantly endeavoring to sustain 
their dogma by conunentine on texts which are Uiought to be 
against uieir views; and it Is hoped that the remarks on those 
that follow, .will enable some to see how awfully uncertain 
i|i the hope of those who live and die in sins of aeepest dye. 

"THE LAKE OF FIRE." 

Under this caption, the Trumpet of Dec. 8, 1838, publish- 
es an article on Ke v. 20:12 — 16, copied from a universalist 
paper in the state of New York. The text reads as follows : 
" And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before God : 
and the books were opened : and another book was opened, 
which is the book of life: and the dead were judged out of 
those things which were written in the books, according to 
their wor^. And the sea gave up the dead which were in 
it; and death and hell delivered up the dead which were in 
them; and they were iudged every man according to their 
works. And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. 
This is the second death. And whosoever was not found 
written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire." 

After a roundabout comparison of these verses with sever- 
al irreUvant passages in order to prove that the 'judgment' 
here mentioned, * commenced with the destruction ef Jeru- 
salem,' the writer proceeds to show what he wishes his 
readers * to understand by the Lake of Fire.' By compar- 
ing the text with Isa. 84:8 — 17, he comes to the monstrous 
conclusion that the Lake of Fire named above, is ' the land 
of Judea and its ill fated, miserable children, our Hebrew 
brethren yet in unbelief!' Surely the exclamation point was 
never used more appropriately, than it is used at the close of 
this sentence. To tne above sentiment I conscientiously ob- 
ject for the following reasons. 1. I can see no sense in sup- 
posing that those Jews who died in their own land at the 
destruction of Jerusalem, or those who remained there after 
that dreadful event, or those who died in a foreign captivity, 
were * cast into' the ' land of Judea.' On what grounds, I 
ask, can this opinion be sustained? I cannot understand how 
those Hebrews who were ' reduced to beggary and want and 
DRFVEN FORTH TO EXILE,' wcrc iu any sense cast into the 
Lake of Fire, if Palestine is that Lake. To me it seems as 
eonsistent to say that the Indians of Florida who have been 
killed in the late war, those who are reduced to beggary and 
want on the soil of their fathers, and those who have been 
removed by our Government west of the Mississippi, are 
* cast into the' territory of Florida, as it is to say that the Jews 
in their misery at home and distress abroad^ were <^«At.\viLV:^ ^Sdai 
loDd of Judea. 2. In Rev. 20:151— Vb, Vt. Sa «ki^ ^^sax ^ ^^is» 
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sea,' ' death, and hell, delivered up the dead which were in 
them.' That any thing of this kind took place when Jerusa- 
lem was destroyed, there is not a particle of proof. Farther : 
it is said in this passage, that ' death and hell were cast into 
the Lake of Fire,' that is, according to the nniversaiist ex- 
position of the text, into the land of Judea, with the beast 
and false prophet. See verses 10, 14. 8. It is said in chap- 
ter 21, verse 8, that ' idolaters' shall have their part in this 
lake. Hence, as the Jews were not idolaters when their city 
was destroyed, and as the gentiles were not cast into the land 
of Judea at that time, it necessarily follows that this land is 
NOT the Lake of Fire. 4. The writer in question seems to be 
sensible that many of his readers, however they might wish 
his explanation of this passage correct, would see the fallacy 
of his reasoning. He therefore calls to his aid the incredi- 
ble, unauthentic accounts of ignorant, superstitious monks to 
assist him in explaininj^ a text which obviously overthrows 
his unsound and delusive theory. Here are his own word»— 
^< As the plain where Sodom and Gomorrah stood, continued 
to burn until A. D. IdO to 150— having burned nearly 3000 
years — it is very probable that the Revelator referred to it 
by ' the Lake of Fire,' as well as to the language quoted from 
Isaiah.*' The writer referred to first takes the ground that 
we must understand this Lake figuratively; but seeming to 
have no confidence in this sentiment himself, or supposing 
that his readers would easily detect his fallacy, he next as- 
sumes that it is the land of Sodom and Gomorrah, which 
burnt nearly 3000 years after its cities were destroyed with 
fire and brimstone from heaven. Thus he changes his ground, 
and makes the Revelator speak of a literal Lake of Fire ! 
Those who will read Rev. 30:10, 13—15; and 31:8, will see 
at once the absurdity of this explanation, of the text under 
consideration, for they will inquire. How were the devil, the 
beast, the false prophet, death, hell, idolaters, &c. cast into 
the land of Sodom while it was a burning lake.^ Farther: 
there is no evidence that this land was a lake of fire nearly 
2000 years, after which it became a lake of water. Any 
man who can trifle with the Bible in this manner, must be 
wretchedly ignorant, or very wicked I 6. In relation to the 
passage in Isaiah, it may be remarked, that the chapter af- 
fords evidence that the land of Idumea or Edom is inten- 
ded by the prophet. Vide verses, 6, 9, &c. But neither 
the text or the context in Rev. 30:13 — 15, afifords any evi- 
dence that this or any other land is intended by John. O 
how awful will be the account which God wilt require of 
those who thus wrest the scriptures to their own destruction, 
and, it is to be feared, to the eternal T\i\ti o^ xVlo^^ who re- 
ceive their jwrveraions of such texts as cortecx ex^%\XAQX!k%^^ 
tiie word of God. My arguments in tVi^ pteceAva;^ ^\^<c;\y^ 
slon, were used to show that those "wVvo \iboT wi\v«t^\Q ^^s^ 
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fine texts relating to punishment wholly to this state, ought, 
in order to be consistent with their expositions of such Pas- 
sages, to confine all the texts in the Bible to this state or ex- 
istence 1 
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PROF. THOLUCK AGAINST R&f. A. C. THOMAS. 

Mr. Thomas is one of the greatest universalist minbters 
in this country, and Dr. Tholuck is professor of theology in 
the university of Halle, in Germany. He is considered one 
of the greatest scholars and theologians in Europe. In his 
Th eologicaLDjfc yy^ith Dr. El y, p- ^6. M fi Tt ^ oma s r eiter- 
ates'a' nC^laration '' that maiiKind will be rendereff happy fS 
hereafler by beine foade aUve in ChrUty in incorruptUmy fow- \f 
^» giory," &c. AH who have read the ' Lowell Discussion,' IP 

know he argues th at aU mankind ^ |1 1 to ^ ftd^ j^^dyj '^"^ ^?JP" 
fry Btthe resurrectfon of th e ^ Je aa ! " TPr. CnaunceyT* tT dftt 
tinguisEedunlyl^ansraulK^^ < the learn- 

ed world,' and the common sense of mankind in general, are 
against his strance viewf of universal salvation at the resur- 
rection. Fearful odds I On John 5;28^^ p rofessor T. says, 
that "this" phrase, « hear tAFWIWJIsadifferent one from 
V.J25,. is obvious from the word off. 'Were this passage like- 
wfse referred to the spiritual resurrection, it would be nee- 





r, * vw/i' 19T5a." &c. The words in Greek are 
omitted in this Quotation; but that Tholuck's views of the 
resurrection in the text before me, are not misrepresented by 
this omission, may be seen by consulting his Commentary on ^ j^ 
the Gospel of St. J o hU j p. 149 . He considers that this res-*, j/^' 
urrection is fwf ^* sp!iritu|il," but " physical" lik e that in 1 Cor . 
1 5;5$ ^ Hencffttrtpfflbn sdStaina Ih^ Bible doctrine iU \ V 
the wicked are tojbe raised in a state ' of damnation,' a sen- 
timent to which Mi^ frhomas is opposed. Although some of 
the ignorant may thmk that professor T. does not understand 
the raeaninff of this text so well as Mr. T. does, he will not 
say that he knows more about its meaning than that great 
theologian does. The fact that universafists formerly at-^^ / 
tempted to make it appear that he held their views of the fi- j ^ 
nal holiness and happiness of all men, adds greatly to th^ f 
force of these remarks I 

But neicher the opinions of great men, nor those of the 
world at large, against Mr. Thomas's views, are solely relied 
on as conclusive evidence in this momentous case. Admit 
what every intelligent man who has candidly considered this 
subject, knows is true, viz., that theJew8_wer g jftpt^yn ivgr- 



salists, and the question is jiecideT in" Acts^24^15rby tne 
lestiiaioby of the apostle PauL He here de€iSft^£rtMf%A haa 
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f "hope toward Ood^ which they themselves also allow, that 

ilthere shall be a resurrection of the dead, both of the jusi and 

Uuimist.'' The obvious inmcning^h^ the text is as follows^ VST 

"^ii ave eo iifidence toward^^ tnat\the just a nd u njust w|^ be 

rawejn^rrn^^ 

cusera. "RSlISe, if ttcfbS^snf triinT in'^is' decTafalSonCeTSfe 
PSIfx^ his belief respectingpilieramirrection corresponds with 



alive in Christ,* is an ailti-scriiitural dogma; and consequent^ 
Ijr the expectation of the wicked, based on a resurrection sal- 
vation, shall perish, V 

What has been said in this article, shows that all the rea- 
soning of universalists on Luke gO;85, 89; and Roiy. Q'^j is 
mere sophistry, and calcuTatecT'^tnereroTe to deceive tnose 
who cannot detect the fallacy of their argumeBts. 



Jj 



ILLUSTRATION OF IS AIAH Xtf. ^5— g5, 

, ''I have sworn by myself, the word is gone out of my 
nnouth in righteousness, and shall not return, That unto me 
,' every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear. Surely 
^ shall one say. In the Lord have Iriffhteousness and stren^h: 
1 even to him shall men come, and all that are incensed against 
^ ^him shall be ashamed. In the Lord shall all the seed of Is- 
' 'rael be justified and shall glory." 

This passage occupies a conspicuous place among the 
perverted texts with which universalists attempt to sustain 
their doctrine. It is said that t'this passage furnishes plain 
testimony' that 'righteousness is to become universal;' and 
that ' the sure promise of God, accompanied by his oath, re- 
mains for the destruction of sin.' 

The meaning they give the text, is, simply, that ultimately 
' every knee sJwU bow, and every tongue swear that in him 
[God] they have r^lhteousness and strength;'* or, in other 
words, that all mankind shall be saved. 

The following arguments will show that this sentiment is 
not contained in Ijia. 45:33—7^5^ 

1. There is no eviSeiiice that the ^otrtng'and swearing here 

mentioned, imply the holiness and happiness of all those to 

« whomthese terms are applied. The captains of Joshua's army 

Jut their feet on the necks of nve Canaanitish kings, 
osh. 10:24. But these kings, we are told in the S6th verse, 
were slain. Christ is to reign till he puts all enemies under 
his feet. 1 Cor. 15:25. But 'death' and J the dS^iP are not, 
by this act, to be subjected to a fcapp5^fee3?Skc.©to his gov- 
ernment. At his name every knee 8Yia\\\iOY?^\ii\\fewi«\i wA 
earth; and every tongue shall confess tWt \\^ \s V»ot^^\q >iJa^ 
^/oiyr of God. But it does not Beem t\iaX «ft^ Wva^mw^ v 
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intendec) here) than, that, however humble Christ appeared 
on earth, and however his authority was despised after his 
ascension, yet in due time, he shall be acknowledged as the 
governor of the universe. See Phil. 9:7 — 11, 

2. According to the reasoning of uolVersalists on future 
punishment, Isa. 45:25 — 35, afforas no help to their cause. *I 
ask you to ouote a simple passage from all that was commu- 
nicated to Moses at Hereby in which any thins like' the fu- 
ture salvation of all men * is so much as clearly intimated.' 
Theo. Dis. p. 55. " I ask you to cite a single passage from 
either Moses or the prophets, in which there is any intima- 
tion of the future endless" happiness of all the. human race. . 
<^ Dr. Geo. Campbell says, * It is plain that, in the Old Tes- 
tament, the fno»t profound sUenee is observed in regard to 
the state of the cfeceased, their joys or sorrows, their happi- 
ness or misery.' Dr. Jahn confirms this statement — for ihe 
says, * We have not authority decidedly to say, that any oth- 
er motives were held out to the ancient Hebrews to pursue 
the good and avoid the ^vil, than those which were derived 
from the rewards and jnmiihments of this life.^ In view oP' 
the universalist exposition of the text " before us, I ask how" 
it can be that Isaiah said any thing <' in relation to' the future 
unending felicity of all men, << concerning which Moses and the 
prophets ol^erve the most profound silence?" Idem. p. 213. 

3. The text does not say that < every knee shall bow and 
every tongue shall swear that in the Lord they have rigfUe- 
ousness and strength^^ as the universalist minister in South 
Reading, Muss, would read it.** Look at the passage as it 
stands in the Bible, or read it at the head of this article, and 
you will see that my statement is correct. That every knee 
will bow, and every tongue confess in some sense, is not dis- 
puted. But to say, that it will be in the universalist sense, 
IS sheer assumption. Let us read again part of the text. 

* Surely, shall one say, In the Lord have I righteousness and 
strength.' Verse 24. Mark it reader; no commentator ex- 

I)1ains this verse as it is explained by universalists ! In trans- 
ating this text, afler the words, < Surely shall,' the transla- 
tors supplied the word, ' one,' by which the passage is made 
to read, ' Surely shall one say,' &c. But the marginal read- 
ing is, ' Surely he shall ^^yj^ nie, In the LORD u all rights 
eottsness and strength,* The Manuscripts and Versions ^ 
render some words in this verse differently, which shows that 
it is, to say the least, ambiguous. See Dr. A. Clarke on the 
place. Of this verse the Dr. says, * Probably these are the 
words of Cyrus, who acknowledged that all his success came 
from Jehovah.' And the first part of this chapter, the moT" 
ginal reading (ziven above, ana the proclaiuatvo\\. q^ \.V!>\^V&A!!ev% 
in Ezra 1:Q, all unite to susta\n tVi\a o\>VDAati. \wQr« ^<^«c£!Ba.- 
Iv ask, Is it probable that a text w\i\fi\i ^vkv\» ^^ ^^t^ssss^ \sib- 

* Trumpet, No. 34, Vol. 13, last p. 
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terpfetations, prr.-.ps tlic fviturr, s»'U • .».in oC uVi men, when it 
dde« hot evf^r* mention that docirine: lleason and confjmon 
sens'.'. KG iit'ieti appealed to by universalists, answer NO. 

4. VVhen it is made evident that the phrase, ' all the seed 
of Israr-I,' (verse S5,^ means every individual of the human 
race, univerSalism will be established hj this text. But as 
this cannot be done, I need not say that it has no »?u<'h mean- 
ing. 

5. If this verse refers to the immortal state, it proves that 
God's enemies shall be ashamed there ! This surely does not 
look much like universal salvation. << To him shall men come; 
and ALL that are incensed against him shall be ashamed,'' 
says the text. This part of the verse affords much more 
proof that ALL who bate God will be punished in the world 
of spirits, than the first part of it does that all mankind will 
be finally made holy and happy. 

6. ' Paul is the best commentator on Isaiah.' In Rom. 14: 
11, he quotes this passage from Isaiah, and applies it to the 
judgment. ' For as it is written, [in Isa. 45:33,] As I live 
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue 
shall confess to God.' He then adds, * So then every one of 
us shall give account of himself to God.' Verse 19. This 
is Paul's view of the text. But universalists give it anoth- 
er, a much more liberal, meaninff,-— < So then every one of 
Adam's posterity shall be saved.' Thus it is seen that Paul 
and our opponents are at issue on this point! This, howev- 
er, should not cause much wonder. 

The preceding arguments show that all the commentators 
in Christendom, reason and common sense, the Manuaeripts 
and Vernons, the apostle, and their own reasoning, are all 
affainst the views of universalists on the passage before us. 
Whether they will set the text * down as obsolete,' or con- 
tinue to quote it in support of their belief, in direct opposi- 
tion to Paul's application of it, remains to be seen. 

ELIAS HUTCHINS. 



BR&ITA. 

In the note, P. 2. 6th line flmm the bottom, fbr nUnnyy read * ninny.* P. 8, 
Slat line n'om the oothmi, btot ntitker ; 14th line, for Icut, read * eecond.' P. 
18, line 14 flrom the top,iR>r uHUt, read * were.' r. 24, line 9th flrom the bottom, 
fbr ufosj read * were ;* fi*r Ae t«, read * they are.' P. 25, line 5th flrom the top. 
fbr provet At«, rc«d * prove thii.' P. 27, line 16th flrom the top, fbr admtC, reia 
* omit.' Pp. 85, 86, where T^oaster occurs, read * Zoroaster.' P. 48, line 4th 
f^om the bottom, blot to be. F* 57, 2d line ttom the top, fbr the de«d, read * all 
the literally dead.' P. 58, top line, fbr tinntrt^ read * heathens.' 
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